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PREFACE 


THE method which I have here endeavoured to apply 
to the criticism of the Gospels and Acts is one which took 
shape in the course of a previous investigation conducted 
upon the text of Cicero. 

The subject with which it is concerned is that of omis- 
sions in MSS. Whenever the readings of two MSS. which 
belong to different families are compared, it is found that 
one of them does not contain passages which occur in the 
other. In all such cases there are two possible explana- 
tions, viz. that the words are spurious, and have been 
_ inserted by an interpolator in one MS., or that they are 
genuine, and have been accidentally omitted by the other. 
The hypothesis of accident is highly probable, when there 
is a reason which will account for the omission. 

One such reason is universally recognized, viz. homoco- 
teleuton. When a similar ending, or a similar word, occurs 
twice in the same sentence, a copyist easily passed from 
the first passage to the second, omitting the intermediate 
words. This saut du méme au méme' is the most prolific 
cause of omissions. 

There is another reason which is not infrequently sug- 
gested by editors, viz. that the scribe has accidentally 
omitted a line, or several lines, of his model. When we 
have two MSS., one of which is known to be a transcript 
of the other, and we can compare the copy with the model, 
we find actual instances of such omission. In the vast 
majority of cases, however, we have only the copy, not the 
model also. Since all scribes are subject to the same 
infirmities, it is reasonable to suppose that omissions in 
a particular MS. may represent a line, or lines, in an 


1 [ borrow this expressive term from L. Havet. 
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ancestor, even though we have not the proof given by 
comparison with the ancestor itself. The problem, there- 
fore, is to find an objective criterion which will help us to 
detect line-omissions. 

The test which I propose is arithmetical. It is based 
upon an empirical observation which I made while working 
upon the text of Cicero, namely that short passages, the 
genuineness of which has been doubted on the ground of 
omission by a particular MS. or family of MSS., frequently 
contain the same, or nearly the same, number of letters. 
I thus found myself in presence ofa unit. When I examined 
longer passages in the same way, I found multiples of this 
unit. The natural inference is that the unit corresponds to 
a line in an ancestor. 

The fact which accounts for this phenomenon is one 
which may be easily verified by any one who will take the 
trouble to consult facsimiles of ancient MSS., written in 
capitals or uncials. Very few abbreviations are employed, 
and there is no space between the words. The number of 
letters in a normal line, allowing for occasional variations, 
is, therefore, of necessity a more or less constant quantity. 
If we count the letters in some twenty lines, an average 
will appear, which is maintained with great regularity. 

So far I have only referred to line-omissions. It was 
also easy for a copyist to omit other divisions of his model, 
viz. a column, or page, or folio. Here again the same 
principle holds good. Since it is usual for MSS. to have 
throughout the same number of lines to a page, it follows 
that the contents of the columns, pages, and folios are very 
similar. In this connexion I would quote a remark of 


L. Havet, made upon a germane subject, that of trans- 
positions.! 


La critique de ces transpositions est essentiellement arith- 
meétique. Elle repose sur l’hypothése que les divers 
feuillets d’un méme ms. sont de contenance égale et que 
par conséquent les trongons de texte intervertis sont des 
multiples d’une méme unité d’étendue. 


* Manuel de critique verbale appliquée aux textes latins, p. 196. 


PREFACE . ° 


The arithmetical test is of great value when we are 
dealing with the longer passages omitted by some MSS. 
If we find that one long passage is a multiple of another, 
or that several are multiples of one unit, the probability is 
that the unit corresponds to some division, i. e. to a column 
or page or folio, in the archetype. I have found in my 
work upon Cicero that the longest passages yield the most 
convincing results. In them we find written in large 
characters, which all can read, the legend which baffled 
our vision when written in tiny letters. 

The chief result of my investigation has been to show 
the falsity of the principle drevior lectio potior. This was 
laid down by Griesbach as a canon of criticism in the 
words : 


Brevior lectio, nisi testium vetustorum et gravium 
auctoritate penitus destituatur, praeferenda est verbosiori. 
Librarii enim multo proniores ad addendum fuerunt quam 
ad omittendum. 


Unless my method is based upon a delusion, this state- 
ment has no foundation in facts. I may also observe that 
it is not so easy to invent as it is to omit. 

It will be understood that my work has been almost 
exclusively confined to the text of Cicero. It was only 
recently, after I had gained confidence in the use of my 
method, that, in a spirit of curiosity, I happened to apply 
it to the text of the Gospels. The results were so sur- 
prising that I gave up, for the present, my work upon 
Cicero, which can only interest a small circle, and devoted 
myself to this more important inquiry. 

I must here state that when I began my investigation, 
I had not made any study of New Testament criticism. 
I had been brought up to look on the Revised Text as 
final, to smile at persons who maintained the authenticity 
of St. Mark xvi. 9-20, or St. John vii. 53-viii. 11, and to 
suppose that the ‘vagaries’ of the ‘Western’ text were 
due to wholesale interpolation. The object which I had 
in view was merely to study the mutual relations of the 
oldest Greek Uncials, notably, the Vaticanus (4), the 
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Sinaiticus (&), and the Alexandrinus (A). Iwas, however, 
soon dislodged from this arrogant attitude, and irresistibly 
driven to very different conclusions. 

These I can only briefly indicate here, and must refer the 
reader to my subsequent discussion for the evidence. No- 
where is the falsity of the maxim drevior lectio potior more 
evident than in the New Testament. The process has 
been one of contraction, not of expansion. The primitive 
text is the longest, not the shortest. It is to be found 
not in BN, or in the majority of Greek MSS., but in 
the ‘ Western’ family, i.e. in the ancient versions and the 
Codex Bezae (D). If my analysis is sound, we are brought 
back to an archetype of the four Gospels in book-form, 
which cannot be later than the middle of the second cen- 
tury. This archetype appears to have contained the 
passages which have been most seriously suspected by 
recent critics, e.g. the end of St. Mark and St. John 
Vii. 53-vili. 11. 

This statement concerning St. Mark xvi. 9-20 will 
appear so startling that I must insert a caveat. I do not 
pretend to go one step further than I am led by the method 
which I have followed. The ultimate problems of New 
Testament autographs do not concern me. I only deal 
with one set of phenomena, and my starting-point is the 
text current in the second century. I have made no 
attempt to acquaint myself with the Synoptic problem, and 
do not venture to encroach upon the domain of the Higher 
Criticism. Also, I do not regard my method as a panacea. 
Iam sensible that much must be due to accident and to 
mere coincidence. It is for the reader to determine, whether 
the cumulative evidence which I adduce is so great as, in 
certain cases, to transcend the limits of coincidence. 

The results at which I have arrived in the case of the 
Acts are even more striking. It is here that the problem 
of the ‘ Western’ recension has been felt most strongly. 
Thus a recent writer says!: ‘It is the correct method to 
study the Western readings in Acts first of all, and to form 


* Lake, Zhe Text of the New Testament, p. 91. 
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some kind of judgement on them, and after this to turn to 
the Gospels and apply to them the conclusions derived from 
the study of the Acts.’ This was not the process which 
I followed, but the conclusions arrived at in the case of 
the Acts greatly confirm the results furnished by the study 
of the Gospels. 

It is briefly this, that all our MSS., including D, are 
descended from an ancestor written not in lines of equal 
length, as in the case of the Gospels, but in cola and 
commata, i.e. sense-lines of varying length, such as those 
found in D. The ordinary text has been developed from 
this by the frequent omission of lines, followed by modifica- 
tions in the text. For proof of this statement I must refer 
the reader to the chapter upon the Acts. 

I have not extended my inquiry to other parts of the 
New Testament, since I found that the Gospels and Acts 
provided more material than I could deal with in the time 
at my disposal. It appeared to me from some preliminary 
observations that the Pauline Epistles must be studied 
together. It is unnecessary to point out that the Apocalypse 
is a unique document which must be considered separately. 


SIGLA 


N = Sinaiticus, saecl. iv 
A = Alexandrinus, saecl. v 
B = Vaticanus, saecl. iv 
C = Codex Ephraemi, saecl. v 
D = Codex Bezae, saecl. vi (¢ = versio Latina) 
& = Codex Laudianus, saecl. vi 
i, = Latina vetus (L* = Vercellensis, saecl. iv; 2 = Veronensis, 
saecl. v/vi; 2° = Palatinus, saecl.v; %* = Bobiensis, 
saecl. v; #2 = Floriacensis, saecl. v/vi. For other mem- 
bers of %, to which occasional reference is made, cf. 
Souter’s list) 
% = Syriaca vetus (S° = Curetonensis, saecl.v ; 3% = Sinaiticus, 
saecl. iv/v) 
Shi. = Syriaca Heracleensis, saecl. vii (S hl.™g = lectio marginalis) 
€ = Aegyptiaca (€8 = Sahidica; €> = Bohaerica) 
Arm, = Armeniaca 
Eth. = Aethiopica 


The text used is that of Souter, Oxford, 1910. 
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In the Preface I referred to homocoteleuton as a frequent cause 
of omission. The word strictly means similarity of termination, but 
it is often used for any similarity, e. g. at the beginning of words, 
which would more appropriately be called Aomocoarcton, or for the 
repetition of the same word (vefetitio or geminatio). In all such 
cases the copyist was liable to pass from one similar word to the 
other, omitting the intervening words. The most frequent cause 
of omission is the repetition of the same word. This I will 
illustrate by a single example. 

Cic. ad Fam. iv. 12. 2: 

rogaret uti medicos ei mitterem, itaque medicos coegi. 
So the inferior family of MSS.: the best MS. (JZ) gives 

rogaret uti medicos coegi. 
Here it is ebvious that the scribe who wrote an ancestor of JZ 
passed from the first medzcos to the second. 

I should prefer to denote all such similarities by the more com- 
prehensive term 6yo.dTns, for which I employ the symbol hom. 

While épourns of any kind is sufficient cause for omission, it 
becomes still more potent if it coincides with line-division, i. e. if 
one of the similar words is immediately above the other. This 
I would illustrate by two examples out of several which occur 
in a Paris MS. of Asconius (c), which is known to be derived 
from a Pistoia MS. of the same author (S). The references are 
to Stangl’s edition of the Pseudo-Asconius in Czeronis Oratt. 
Scholiastae (1912). 

Pp. 200. 24: quartum 

quem sit habiturus duos dixit qué quo quartum. 
So S, while o has the single word guartwm, the scribe having 
passed from gwartum in the line above to the same word below. 

Ppyzet.t0% 

patrocinium meruerit aut assentatione aliqua 

defendendi meruerit. 
So S: o has patrocinium meruerit, without the intervening words 
(meruerit ... defendendt). 


1655 B 
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I now wish to point out that a scribe was liable to omit lines 
of his model, even when there is no époiorns. Since in the course 
of this discussion great use will be made of this fact, it will be 
well to give examples showing that it is a vera causa. I will take 
these from two fifteenth-century MSS., viz. Paris. 14749 (3) and 
Wolfenbuttel. 205 (W), which contain among other speeches of 
Cicero those for Sex. Roscius and for Murena, which were first 
discovered by Poggio. Here & is the parent of W. 

I have remarked elsewhere.’ 

‘That W is derived from § is beyond all possible doubt. This 
is shown by the surest of all tests, viz. that passages omitted by 
W repeatedly occupy exactly one line in 3. Four cases occur in 
the pro Murena, viz. : 

§ 5 mihi... defendendis non om. WW. §6 dignitas... tum 
om. W. §30 bonus... iacet om. W. §79 magni... atom. W. 

So also in the pro Balbo: 

§ 29 coniuncta ... civitatis om. W. §53 —ma virtute... 

damnato. 

Also, there are eleven cases in the pro Sex. Roscio and pro 
Murena where an omission of WV is due to the fact that the eye 
of the copyist dropped from a word which he was writing to the 
word immediately beneath it in the line below, e. g. : 

Rose. 39: inter 
fuisse nihil autem umquam debuit cupiditates porro quae possunt 
esse in €0. 

So 3: W omits futsse ... possunt. 

The other examples are Rose. 55, 92, 100, 102, 120, 127: Mur. 
29, 61, 69, 86.’ 

I also pointed out that corruptions found in W are due to the 
same cause, e. g.: 

Rose. 45: 
haec tu non intelligis sed usque eo quid arguas non habes ut non 
modo tibi contra nos dicendum putes. 

So 3: W has quid putes arguas, the explanation being that the 
writer strayed from guéd in the first line to putes, which is just 
below it in the second line. 

These instances taken from a single MS., and chiefly from two 
speeches which it contains, are sufficient to show the prevalence 
of line-omission. It is obvious that such omissions might take 
place every time that a MS. was copied. When, therefore, there 


1 The Vetus Cluniacensis of Poggio, p. xii. 
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are many stages in the transmission the total number of omissions 
is likely to have been considerable. It is true that omitted 
passages were frequently inserted in the margin by a corrector. 
These marginalia are of great importance. I have generally found 
that they exhibit a unit or multiples of a unit. They thus reveal 
the formation of the model. Sometimes this is combined with 
another unit and its multiples, which testify to similar omissions 
made by a previous ancestor. 

In the course of this discussion I shall frequently speak of 
a passage as ‘telescoped’. I use this word to designate lacerated 
passages where the mutilation is undisguised. Thus in Bald. 53 
> has sum 
ma virtute et dignitate nepotes T. et C. coponios nostis damnato 
C. masone. 

Here W gives sum C. masone (om. med.), the word summa 
being cut in two. 

These telescoped passages can only represent a line, or lines, of 
an ancestor. Here, again, I would quote M. Havet, who says: 

Quand un ms. omet de suite plusieurs mots sans qu’ils forment 
ensemble une unité de sens et sans qu'il y ait saut du méme au 
méme, il est a présumer que la suite de mots en question formait 
une ligne du modele.’ 

The loss is sometimes facilitated by om., e.g. : 

Vat. 28 commodiore inimico suo contionem reiectionis. 

The first hand in the best MS. (P) gives 

commodiore iectionis (om. med.). 
The archetype must have had 


commodio 
re inimico suo contionem 


reiectionis 
Most frequently, however, there is no such explanation, e. g. : 
Verr. i. 87 usque ab Dianio quod in Hispania est ad Sinopam. 
Here one MS. (J) gives usque ab Dianopam (om. med.). There 
is other evidence which shows that the archetype had ro-12 letters 
to the line. It, therefore, had 
usque ab dia 
nio quod in his (12) 
pania est ad si (12) 
nopam 
The writer omitted two lines. 


1 Manuel, p. 200, 
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The best MS. of Cicero’s Philippics (V) has three telescoped 
passages in which 27-30 letters are omitted, viz. : 
i. 7 transmitterem nec ita multum provectus reiectus Austro. 
Here V omits nec ita multum provectus reiect— (27). 
The archetype must have had 
transmitterem 
nec ita multum prouectus reiect 
us austro 
vii. 14 exitium nisi paruerit huic ordini. Quid refert. 
V omits nisi paruerit . . quid re— (28). 
This points to 
exitium 
nisi paruerit huic ordini quid re 
fert 
xii, 16 admiscear in quo ne si dissensero quidem a ceteris. 
V omits —cear in... quidem a (30). 
The archetype must have had 
admis 
cear in quo ne si dissensero quidem a 
ceteris 
The other MSS. all belong to one family known as D. They 
also have similar omissions, viz. : 
iv. 15 similem esse Catilinae gloriari licet scelere par. 
D omit esse Catilinae .. . scele— (31). . 
This points to 
similem 
esse Catilinae gloriari licet scele 
re par ; 
v. 20 tantum quisque habebat possessor quantum reliquerat. ( 
D omit habebat .. . relique— (30). . 
This again indicates 
tantum quisque 
habebat possessor quantum relique 
rat 
as the reading of the common ancestor. : 
There is no doubt that Vand D come from the same archetype. 
These telescoped passages show us that the contents of a line in 
this varied from 27-31 letters, 
We now have an arithmetical test which we can apply to the 
various omissions of Vand D. The result is that most of them 
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appear to be multiples of 28. This, therefore, I take to have 
been the average length of a line in the archetype. 

Both Vand D exhibit other units, which refer not to the arche- 
type, but to intermediate ancestors. Thus: 

Phil. ix. 2 in nullo iustior quam in Ser. Sulpicio reperietur. 

V omits quam in Ser. Sulpicio re— (19). 

An intermediate MS. appears to have had 

in nullo iustior 
quam in ser, sulpicio re 
perietur g 

The shorter unit is due to the fact that the immediate ancestors 
of V were written, like V itself, in three columns, not in long lines. 

So too we can trace a unit which concerns the immediate ancestor 
of the D family, also other units which belong to particular members 
of the group. 

Before I go further it will be well to produce evidence in 
support of my statement that the contents of columns, pages, and 
folios are often very similar. 

Chatelain in his collection of facsimiles gives a page from the 
Vatican palimpsest of the Verrines (cent. iv). In this col. 1 
contains 378 letters and col. 2 371 letters. The Turin palimpsest 
of Cicero, Avo Scauro, &c., copied by Peyron, has on p. 23 of his 
reproduction 398 letters in col. 1 and 4oo in col. 2: so too the 
Ambrosian palimpsest, also copied by him, has on p. 22 280 letters 
in col. 1 and 282 in col. 2. The Vatican palimpsest of Cicero, 
De Re Publica (cent. iv), reproduced by van Buren, which I have 
studied more fully, yields striking results. Fuller details will be 
found later on in this work. Here I would only mention the 
following figures : 

p. So, col. 1 = 152, col. 2 = 15 letters. 
p. 92, col. 1 = 164, col. 2 = 163 letters. 
p. "93, col. r = 153, col. 2 = 157 letters. 

Such arguments are chiefly found in MSS. written in capitals or 
uncials. I have, however, noticed some singular agreements even 
in MSS. of later date. Thus V, the MS. of the PAilippics to 
which I have already referred, which was written in the ninth 
century, has on fol. 8 recto 1746 letters and on the verso 1743. 
The second columns on fol. 4¥ and fol. 5 both have 477 letters. 

It is to be observed that very old MSS. have few abbreviations. 
In Latin MSS. of the fourth or fifth century these are generally 
identical with those found in inscriptions. Most of these are 
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official, e.g. P.R. = populus Romanus, R.P. (or RES P,) == res 
publica, COS = consul, PR = praetor, TR. PL. = tribunus plebis. 
Also, from time to time, Q. is written for gue, B. for dus, and 
a horizontal stroke is employed for m or , especially at the end 
of a line. Since, however, these are sporadic, I have been content 
to assume the official abbreviations only when working with a 
printed text, since these especially in such cases as P.R. seem 
to have been invariable. 

I have now shown that the contents of lines, columns, pages 
(and consequently folios) can be calculated with some approach to 
accuracy. I now proceed to other sources of information which 
throw light upon the development of a text. 


(1) DitToGRAPHIES. 


Most MSS. contain evidence which reveals the formation of 
the immediate ancestor. The most valuable is that afforded by 
passages which the first hand wrote twice. The error was then 
rectified by the deletion of the repeated words. This was 
frequently done by the first writer. I will confine myself to two 
examples. 

In Paris. 7794 (P), cent. ix, the best MS. for a number of 
speeches, in the oration ad Quirites, § 21, the first hand writes 
twice the words : 

invidos virtuti et gloriae serviendo (32). 
So Sest¢. § 55 dicam immo vero etiam approbantibus (31). 

The natural inference is that 31-2 represents a line of an 
ancestor. 

Such evidence has to be combined with that furnished by 
omissions. I quote from the same MS. : 

Quir. 6 aut Metellarum liberi pro Q. Metelli (30) om. P. 

Sest. 107 sententiam eius auctoritate neque (30) om. P}. 

Cael. 72 et cum vestra severitate coniunctum (31) om. P'. 

In order to avoid misunderstanding, I add that these represent 
lines of an immediate ancestor, not of the archetype, which can 
be shown by overwhelming evidence to have been written in 
shorter lines. 

These dittographies are found in MSS. of every age. They are 
especially frequent in the Palimpsest of Cicero, De Re Publica 
(cent. iv). I quote one instance out of a large number. 

i, 64 mansisset eadem voluntas in eorum posteris, si regum 

similitudo permansisset. 
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This is given thus in the palimpsest : 
man 
sisset eadem 


n 
uolumtas in 


eorum pote 
ris sl regum si 
similitudo per 
mansisset ea 
dem uolum 
tas in eorum 
poteris si regu 
similitudo 
permansisset. 
The model appears to have had : 
mansisset 
eadem uolum 
tas in eorum 
posteris si re 
gum similitudo 
permansisset. 
The scribe went back from fAermansisset to mansisset, and he 
repeated the intervening lines. 
I may remark that I know of no work so valuable to the student 
of corruptions in very early MSS. as van Buren’s transcript of this 
palimpsest. : 


(2) TRANSPOSITIONS. 


When a passage which is out of place in one MS. or family of 
MSS. is shown by the arithmetical test to be a multiple of the unit 
furnished by omissions, it is fairly obvious that it was first omitted 
by accident and then inserted in the wrong place: e.g.: 

Phil. ii, 27 An C. Trebonio ego persuasi? cui ne suadere quidem 

ausus essem. Quo etiam maiorem eires p. gratiam debet (83). 

These words are inserted in V before the previous sentence 
(Cn. Domitium ... . excitavit), ‘The combined evidence shows 
that the average number of letters in a line of the archetype was 
28. The passage, therefore, formed three lines in it (28 x 3 = 84). 

Transpositions can best be studied in the text of the Pseud- 
Asconius. Here there are a very large number which can be set 
right with certainty from the text of the Vervines upon which the 
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scholiast is commenting. I quote some simple cases with reference 
to Stangl’s edition : 


p. 195, 14-17 rationem vitae . . . esset (189). 
18-19 ut est hominum .. . dictura (66). 
20-1 deportare litteras . . . mutet locum (62). 
22-3 deinde accusatorem . . . . velit (63). 


In the MSS. the order is ll. 22-3, 18-19, 14-17, 20-1. It 
is to be noticed that 189 is 63 x 3, while 62, 63, 66 are almost 
identical in extent. 

A minor form of transposition, on which light is thrown, con- 
cerns the constant and perplexing varieties in the collocation of 
words which are found in different families of MSS. 

Thus, P77. ix. 4, we have the following variants : 

statuae steterunt usque ad meam memoriam in rostris V. 
statuae in rostris steterunt usque ad meam memoriam D. 
We may infer that the archetype had: 
statuae 
steterunt usque ad meam memoriam (28) 
in rostris 

The scribe who wrote the common ancestor of J skipped 
a line and wrote 7” vostris, then seeing his error went back to 
what he had omitted. 

These ‘ transposition-variants’ register the lineation of the MSS. 
through which the text has been transmitted. 


(3) DisLocaTIONs. 


I use this term where folios of an ancestor have been displaced. 
Sometimes there is a series of such dislocations in a MS,, e. g. in 
Leiden. (4), which contains a number of Cicero's philosophical 
works. Here again the arithmetical test is of signal service. If 
we find that these yield multiples of a common unit, we can arrive 
with certainty at the contents of a folio in the ancestor. More 
frequently the material is less. Thus in Cae/. there is a dis- 
location in P and most other MSS. In the P2r/ippics there are 
two dislocated passages in V, viz.: 

xii, 12-23 —sumus iudicare .. . nec corpo—. 
xill, I~ro a principio... rem acerbam. 

In the first of these passages the word fosswmus at the beginning 

and corpore at the end have been cut in two. 


1 If dicta (so edd.) is supposed to have been in the archetype, this number 
is reduced to 64. 
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I have taken the trouble to count the letters in these two dis- 
located passages. If my reckoning is correct, the first contains 
5922 and the second 5911 letters. This is a remarkable confirma- 
tion of the principle which I have laid down, viz. that the contents 
of folios are very fairly uniform. Here, of course, several folios of 
an ancestor have been displaced. 


(4) Rovinc Variants. 


There is abundant evidence to show that old Latin MSS. con- 
tained a number of dufplices lectiones. Heraeus has collected a 
number of examples from the oldest MSS. of Livy. In the case 
of Cicero we have only to glance at the variants of V in the 
Philippics quoted in Halm’s Apparatus. We find everywhere such 


conflations as Phil. i. 17 multais (= multis), il. 43 guods (= Fos), 
il, 1 postulabituit (= FES A considerable number of 
variants will be found above the line, or in the margin of Greek 
papyri. 

These variants were a constant menace to the integrity of the 
text. The copyists often mistook them for passages which had 
been omitted by accident and inserted them where they could. 
In my work upon Cicero I have found that insertion of these 
‘doublets’ generally takes place at regular intervals corresponding 
to the line-division of the archetype. 

Frequently the interval represents one line of the archetype, but 
often two or three lines, or more. I will give one example: 

Phil. xiv. 21 idem P. Ventidium, cum alii tr. pl., ego semper 

hostem. Has in sententias meas si consules discessionem 
facere voluissent. 
Here, after ait tr. pl, the MSS. (i.e. D, deficit V) insert 
volusenum or voluisse num, or a similar corruption. This appears 
to be a variant for voluzssen¢, which after a sojourn in the margin 
has got into the text two lines higher up. 
The archetype seems to have had: 
idem P. uentidium alii tr. pl. 
ego semper hostem has in sententias (30) 
meas si coss. discessionem facere (28) 
*-uolusenum uoluissent 

The most interesting cases are those where the variant effects 
a lodgement in the text at some distance from its doublet. In 
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these we have to consider the possibility that it has been entered 
on the wrong folio, i.e. that the scribe, intending to enter it at 
a particular place on one folio, accidentally put it in exactly the 
same place on another folio.t If we find elsewhere a similar 
doublet at the same distance from its counterpart, the possibility 
becomes very probable. Instances will be found in my subsequent 
treatise upon Ciceronian archetypes. These wandering variants 
are chiefly found in a corrupt text, and appear but rarely in New 
Testament criticism. 

I now proceed to gather up these remarks and to outline the 
method which should be followed by any one who embarks upon 
a similar inquiry. The first task is to ascertain the content of a 
line in the archetype. For this purpose ‘telescoped’ lines are of 
primary importance. In all probability the common unit will be 
at once revealed. The next step is to tabulate the omissions of 
the rival families, arranging them in order of magnitude. It will 
then appear when multiples of the unit figure among the omissions. 
Thus, if the unit is e.g. 28, we shall expect to find such numbers 
as 56, 84, 112, 140, and soon. The separate families should then 
be treated in the same manner. 

The information thus acquired must be combined with that 
furnished by transpositions, dislocations, migratory variants, and 
corruptions of all kinds. The most minute flaws are often the 
most important for the purposes of such an investigation. Above 
all the inquirer must not shrink from the labour of counting the 
letters.? No shorter method, such as that of numbering the lines 
of a printed text, can have the cogency which is possessed by the 
actual figures. I have seldom carried out a long numeration 
without being richly rewarded. I imagine the reason to be that 
in the long passages occasional irregularities correct each other, 
and the average becomes more clearly visible. Also, it is only in 
them that we can hope to find indications of the longer divisions, 
viz, columns, pages, and folios in the archetype. 


1 Cf, Havet, Manuel, p. 375 ‘Un correcteur, se trompant de page, exécute 
sur telle page, au bout d’une ligne, ce qu’il doit exécuter 4 la méme place, 
également en bout de ligne, sur la page voisine’. 

? It is necessary when doing this to take account of the usual abbreviations, 
These in ancient MSS. are strictly limited in number. Cf. pp. 0, 135 
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THE method which I have outlined is one which took shape 
gradually, and it was not for some time that, after much in- 
credulity, I began to realize its possibilities. I confined myself 
at first to Cicero’s Philippics, for which we have unusually good 
evidence in V, the MS. which I have already mentioned. The 
value of Vis due to the fact that, though very corrupt, its text is 
not sophisticated, and its past history can be ascertained with 
some approach to certainty. l afterwards went on to most of those 
speeches for which the MS. evidence is sufficiently good, and also 
made some study of the De Natura Deorum. I further examined 
Asconius, the commentator on Cicero, with whose work I was 
familiar, and extended the inquiry to the Pseudo-Asconius, the 
Scholiast on the Verrines. I found the Pseudo-Asconius of especial 
interest on account of the long series of transpositions in the text. 
I hope to publish shortly the results at which I have arrived in the 
case of Cicero and Asconius. I would even ask critics to suspend 
judgement, to some extent, upon my methods, until I have been 
able to submit the conclusions at which I have arrived, when 
dealing with works with which I am better acquainted. 

I abstained from the temptation to experiment upon other Latin 
authors, although there are some which seem peculiarly suitable 
for such an inquiry. I could not, however, abstain from sinking 
a shaft in the New Testament. 

As this was my first experiment upon a Greek text, and my 
palaeographical work has been confined to Latin authors, I thought 
it well to prepare myself by making some examination of the 
Oxyrhynchus papyri. 

The first point upon which I had to satisfy myself was whether 
the lines exhibit regularity in content similar to that which I found 
in old Latin MSS. I found that this was so. The papyri are of 
all shapes and sizes, sometimes written in long lines, but more 
commonly in columns of various breadth. Sometimes they con- 
tain some 4o letters or more to the line, sometimes about 35, 
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more frequently about 28, 24, or 22, very frequently 16-19, while 
a fair number, including some theological fragments, are written in 
very narrow columns, averaging 10-12 letters, or even less. In 
all, however, although abnormally long or short lines occur, the 
general average soon asserts itself. 

As this is a point which affects my argument, I give some 
examples: 

Ox. 227. Xenophon, Oeconomicus (cent. i). 

This is an example of a work in narrow columns, with an 
average of 13 letters to the line. 

The figures for the first ten lines of col. 1 are: 

13; 13) 12) 23, 14,24, '43,.13, 2, 14 = 130. 

Those for the first ten lines of col. 2 are: 

£3, TA 15p T2y-030E4501 2,005, P47 eo 
With this I would compare as an example of a long line: 
Ox. 697. Xenophon, Cyrofaedia i. (cent. ui). Here the 
average is 424. The figures for the first ten lines are: 
42, 42, 44, 41, 43, 42, 44, 45, 38, 44. 
It will be noticed that one line is abnormally short, -but—thts~ 
does-not-affect the-average: ; 
Sometimes the average varies in different columns, while it is 
constant in a particular column, e.g. 
Ox. 843. Plato, Symposium (cent. iii) : 
Col. ix, ll. 410-19. Here the figures are: 
28, 25;.27, 28, 120, 27, 26,260,024, 28 == 205 -eaverace 
27 nearly. 

Col. xui, ll. 570-8. Here the lines are a little longer, viz. : 
335.27, 28, 30, 28, 31,279,120, 28, 20 =9869 teaverege 2H. 

In my work upon Latin MSS. I have found that where there 
are two or more columns in a codex, the tendency is for one column 
to be squeezed. If there are three columns, it is generally the one 
in the middle which suffers ; if there are two, the column on the 
left is often a little broader than the one on the right. 

I add two other examples of regular writing, one of which is 
interesting on account of its contents, and the other on account 
of its great antiquity. 

Ox. 847. St. John’s Gospel (cent. iv). 

The contents of Il. 26-35 are as follows : 

24, 24, 24, 24, 24, 22, 25, 25, 21, 23 = 236; average 233. 

Llibeh 26, Anaximenes, “Pyropix) mpds “AdéEavSpov (circa 285- 
250 B.C.). 
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Here I give the figures for twenty lines, viz.: 

Col. x, Il. 158-77: 

26, 26; 26, 27, 28, 29, 26, 24, 28, 24, 27, 25, 25, 26, 26, 
26, 25, 28, 27, 23 = 522; average 26. 

The theological papyri throw much light upon points of ortho- 
graphy and the use of abbreviations. 

The iota adscript is rarely found in the theological fragments. 
This is also true of the early Uncials. I have, therefore, omitted 
it in all my calculations. 

The papyri are particularly free from abbreviations apart from 
a particular class, viz. nomina sacra. Those in Greek theological 
MSS. correspond to the official abbreviations used in Latin Capital 
and Uncial MSS. Those generally found in MSS. are i or Ijs= 
Inoots, Xs = Xpuoros, KS = kvptos, Os = beds, Ta = Tvedpa, OvvVOS = 
otpaves, FTpos—=cravpds, TpP=TaTHp, pp=pyTHP, VS=vids, avOS 
= dvOpurros, AGS = Aavid, IyA ="Iopard, Indy = ‘lepovoadrjp. 

These, or most of them, are found in the papyri. Thus 
Ox. 405, a fragment of Irenaeus, which is one of the oldest 
Christian fragments yet published, has 6s, Xs, is, also eerpvos for 
éatavpwpevos. The editors remark that the use of these abbrevia- 
tions ‘ goes back far into the second century ’. 

In the Logia (cent. ii/iii) we find is, 6v, zpa, aor, in Ox. 2, 
St. Matthew (cent. iii) is, xs, vs, mva, ks. There is a certain 
amount of irregularity. Thus, in Ox. 654, New Sayings of Jesus 
(cent. iii), the only contraction used is Ijs for “Iycots, and in 
Ox. 656, Genesis (cent. ili), even Oeds and kvpios occur. Also 
some of the Uncials, especially B and D, are chary in the use 
of abbreviations beyond is, Xs, xs, Os, TVG, dvVvOS, 7p, US, avos. 
On the whole, however, the bulk of the evidence is in favour of 
their general employment, and, as I do not wish to avail myself 
of any license, I have treated this as normal. 

There is some uncertainty as to the use of letters to express 
numerals. Thus Ox. 2 has 18 for 14. The Uncials vary greatly 
in this respect. On the whole it seems safest to suppose that the 
numerals were written in full, but the other possibility has to be 
taken into account. 

On examining the papyri I found many phenomena similar to 
those which I had observed in Latin MSS. 

On one occasion Grenfell and Hunt make the suggestion that 
a line has dropped out, viz. : 

Greek Papyri, vol. ii, no. ix. Demosthenes, Fads. Leg., § 10 : 


14 THE PRIMITIVE TEXT OF 


rovs cvvdgovtas Sebpo Tos BovAevoopévous rept TOD mpos 

piturmov mor€mov codd. 

rovs ovvdgovtas Sedpo Tod mpos PiAurmov 7rohemou Pap. 
The editors remark that the omission is clearly due to the fact 
that in the model a line beginning -po rovs was followed by one 
beginning px tov: i. e. the previous MS. had 

dev 

po Tous BovAevoropevous TE 

pe TOU 

The omissions are often very suggestive, e. g. : 

Greek Papyri, vol. i, no. v, a fragment of Ezekiel. 

On the verso |. 15 the writer omits kal rpopyrevoov éx’” abta Kat 
épeis ta Spy Ind (36) hom. On the recto ll. 12-13 the papyrus has 
a passage of 36 letters omitted by 4 B, viz. kal «is dveidos Tots 
@Overw Tois KikAw cov (hom.), and on the verso ll. 4-6 48 letters 
omitted by 4 B, viz. & drooreAS atta diapGetpar tuas Kal Aewpov 
(sic) cwvdéw éf pas (hom.). It will be noticed that 36 and 48 
are both multiples of 12. 

Ox. 16. Thucydides iv. 36-41 (cent. i) : 

Col. ill. 3 érodwopkynOnoay ard THs vavpaxias pméxpt THS ev TH 

vnow (45) om. pap. (hom.). 
The average content of a line in the papyrus is 21 letters. It 
therefore looks as if it had dropped two lines of an ancestor 
very similar to itself. The omitted words are added in two lines 
at the top of the column with the reference mark dvw. 

Ox. 1080. Apocalypse iii-iv (cent. iv) : 

iv. 2 émt tov Opdvov KaOypevos’ Kal 6 Kabypevos Gpowos dpacet. 
Here éi rov @pdvoy (12) has been repeated above the line by 
a corrector (? m. 1) before éuotos. The model appears to have 
had et Tov Opovov (12) 

kaOnevos Kau (12) 
o Kabnpevos (10) 
opoLos opace (12) 
with the result that 1. r was repeated after 1. 3. 
This explains an omission in iii. 19-20. The papyrus has 
w fnAwoov ovy Kat peTa 
vonoov. Loou EOTYHKG €7TL 
TYHV Ovpav KQl 
omitting the words kpovw édv tis dxovon THs Pwvas pov Kat avotéy 
THv Ovpay Kai (48) Zom., which are added at the foot of the column 
with a reference mark of omission in the text. 
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It is here to be noticed that the preceding clause & f/Awoov 
ov Kal petavdycov. idov, ~xryKa emt riv Ovpay Kai also contains 
48 letters, 

We can, therefore, arrange the distribution of lines in the 
model thus : 

w €ndwoov ovy (11) 
Kat metavonoov (13) 
ov eotyKa. € (11) 


me THY Ovpav Kat (13) 


on 


Kpovw eav Tis (ir) 
axovon TNS Pw (11) 
vys pov Kat avot (13) 
& thv Ovpav Kat (13) 

It was easy for the writer to pass from ri Ovpay kai in 1. 4 to 
the same words in l. 8. 

It would be easy to add a number of examples, but I will con- 
fine myself to one more case, viz. : 

Ox. 843. Plato, Symposium (cent. iii), the largest literary 
papyrus found at Oxyrhynchus, written in 47 lines to the column, 
with an average of 28 letters to the line. 

I have already pointed out the importance of passages written 
twice in a MS., as indicating line-division in the immediate 
ancestor. I have noticed four cases of this in no. 843, and four 
only. Three of them are almost identical in length, viz. : 

212€ eorehavwpevov aitov Kittov Té Tt (30) hom. 
212a GAN adr7yOH are Tod GANOods ehartopevw (31) hom. 
202¢ ov Tors Tayaba Kal Ta KAA KeKTNMEVOUS (32). 
The fourth gives information as to the length of the lines in the 
model. It is 
213¢ Katéxeioo Harep eidbes eEaipvys avapaiver Oat (41). 
As this is ten letters longer than the average of the other three, 
(31), we may conclude that the model had 1o-r1 letters in a line. 
This evidence is reinforced by two telescoped passages, viz. : 
206a 7) Tov &yabov. 7) coi Soxotow ; Ma AL’ ov epovye, jv 8 
eyo. Ap’ odv, 7 8 7, ottws dardotv éote éyew Gre oF 
avOpwro. tayabod épdcr ; 

Here the first hand gives 7} rod dyaOod épdou om. med. (80). 
The omission is made more easy by the repetition of dyafot. 
The missing words are supplied by a second hand at the top of 
the page. 
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203.6 dd dy Kal ris Apodiryns axdAovbos Kai Oepdrwv yéyovev 6 
"Epws, yervnbels év tots éxeivys yevebQiors, Kat apa pvorer 
épacriys dv mepl 70 Kadov Kal THs “Adpodiryns Kadjs ovorns. 

The writer first of all wrote 8:3 84 kal ris “Adpodirns xadijs obons 
om. med. (tog). He then rectified his error. Here again the 
omission was assisted by the repetition of the word, “Adpodirns. 

It is to be noticed that 80 is nearly twice 41 (213¢), and the 
decimal arrangement is also visible in rog. 

The unit is to be found in two omissions of the first hand, viz.: 
205 @ evdaipoves (10), and 223d dvacrdvra (9). 

Sometimes a slightly longer line is revealed, e. g. : 

205€ dyow elvar TOV EpwrTa. 

Here the first hand repeats etvar after gpwra. This indicates 
the following arrangement in the model 

pyow 
ewat TOV Epwra (13) 
The scribe began to write the line over again and then saw 
his error. 

So in 221 @ the model appears to have had 

Kau Tovs adAovs (13) 
KQTQ TQAUT GV TLS (1 3) 

The copyist at first wrote cata tair dy tis Kal Tots dAXovs 
inverting the order. He then struck out xat rods dAAovs and 
inserted the words in the margin to come in the proper place. 

Further evidence is given by an interesting repetition in 

2126 tov “Epwra tysav, Kal airds Tynd Ta epwrika Kal d.a- 
hepdvtws aoKd, kat Tots dAAow TapakeAeVopar, Kal viv TE 
kal del eykwpidlo thv dvvapev. 

Here the papyrus repeats tov "Epwra before tiv dvivayw: The 
intervening words tiwav kat... éyxwpid€w consist of 93 letters. 
This, it will be noticed, is three times the average length of the 
dittographies in 212 e, 212 a, 202 ¢ (31). 


CHAPTER IIT 


I sHOULD much prefer to say nothing about the present state of 
New Testament criticism, and to refer those readers who have not 
studied the problems at issue to such works as Professor Lake’s 
admirably compressed Manual, or Sir Frederick Kenyon’s Hana- 
book. Since, however, such silence might cause some inconvenience, 
I venture to sum up the chief points with all possible brevity. 

The earliest classification of our authorities was made by 
T. S. Semler in 1764. He forms three groups : 

(a) Alexandrian, derived from Origen ; 
(2) Eastern, in vogue at Antioch and Constantinople ; 
(c) Western, found in the Latin versions and early Fathers. 

The latest writer, von Soden, also forms three groups, which he 
terms (7/4, the first of which corresponds to (a), the second to 
(c), and the third (A = xow7) to (6). 

Dr. Hort, whose views have had great influence, not only in 
this country but elsewhere, constituted four groups, viz. : 

(1) Neutral ; 

(2) Alexandrian ; 
(3) Syrian ; 

(4) Western. 

The Alexandrian group is somewhat nebulous, since Hort is 
unable to point to any extant MS. as purely Alexandrian, and only 
denotes certain variants by this name. The Neutral group 
consists in the first place ‘of two MSS., viz. the Vaticanus (4) 
and the Sinaiticus (§), the two oldest Greek Uncials (cent. iv). 
These are reinforced by occasional support from other MSS. and 
some of the versions. Hort considers that the Alexandrinus (4) 
and the codex Ephraemi(C), which must nearly approach 2 ® in 
antiquity, contain a number of Western and Alexandrian readings. 
The term Syrian includes the great majority of Greek MSS., and 
corresponds to von Soden’s xow7. 

Hort deals with these by a method of elimination. He 
dismisses the ‘Syrian’ family as due to conflation, the ‘ Alexan- 
 drian’ readings as the result of elegant correction, and the 
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‘Western’ family as licentiously interpolated. This process left 
him nothing but B and &, and, where they differ, he generally 
follows B. The text of the New Testament is thus made to rest 
on a very narrow basis. 

Hort’s view is held just as strongly by various foreign scholars. 
Thus B. Weiss asserts the supremacy of B in uncompromising 
terms. The Teubner text of the New Testament bears on its 
title-page the statement that it has been revised ad fidem potisst- 
mum codicis Vaticant B. Kenyon, who sums up the evidence in 
a judicial manner, declares that Hort’s theory ‘holds the field 
among the scholars of to-day, and is presupposed as the starting- 
point of nearly all the work that is being done in this department 
of New Testament criticism’. He also goes on to compare the 
supremacy claimed for # with that attributed to the ‘best MS.’ of 
various classical authors, e.g. the Laurentian MS. of Sophocles.’ 

On the other hand, Dr. Salmon has criticized Hort’s views in 
a very damaging manner. He points out that the term ‘ Neutral’ 
is question-begging, since it assumes that BN have no special 
habitat, while the other groups are local. He hints that Hort’s 
Alexandrian group is a figment, invented to obscure the relation 
which really exists between 4S and Alexandria. Further, there 
is no documentary evidence of any recension in Syria, such as 
Hort’s system postulates. It may be added that the name Syrian 
is unfortunate, since it creates confusion with the Syriac versions, 
which belong to the Western family. 

Salmon makes merry over the supremacy claimed for B. He 
says,” ‘Hort, if consulted what authority should be followed, 
might answer, “‘ Follow BN : accept their readings as true, unless 
there is strong internal evidence to the contrary, and never 
think it safe to reject them absolutely.” But suppose B has 
not the support of N? “Still follow JZ, if it has the support of 
any other MS.” But suppose B stands alone? “ Unless it is 
clearly a clerical error, it is not safe to reject B.” But supposing 
B is defective? “Then follow 8.” What about adopting the 
Western reading? ‘“ What about killing a man?”’ 


* When one MS, is the source of all other MSS., then clearly it is the only 
fount of information, e. g. the Laurentian MS. of Apuleius (Ixviii. 2) and those 
of Tacitus (Ixviii. 1 and 2). If, however, there is no proof of such descent, it 
is dangerous to speak of supremacy. 


* Some Criticism of the Text of the N. T., p. 90. Similar objections have been 
made by various writers. 
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There is, I think, obvious ground for the objection to ‘ question- 
begging ’terms. Also Hort’s Alexandrian group may be dismissed 
without loss, since it plays a very small part in his system. 
I propose, therefore, to retain for the purpose of this inquiry 
Hort’s other three groups, to which I shall give non-committal 
names, viz. : 

X = the majority of Greek MSS. 
wens 
Z = The ‘ Western’ family. 

I now turn to Z, the ‘Western’ family. The chief representa- 
tive of this in Greek is the Graeco-Latin MS. D, the famous codex 
Bezae, generally assigned to the sixth century, though Professor 
Burkitt argues in favour of the fifth. This is reinforced by the 
old Latin (#) and old Syriac versions ($), which represent a 
recension current in the second century a.p. Both # and 3 are 
composite terms. We are told by St. Jerome and St. Augustine 
that there were a number of Latin translations. St. Augustine 
says : 


Ut enim cuique primis fidei temporibus in manus venit codex 
Graecus et aliquantulum facultatis sibi utriusque linguae habere 
videbatur, ausus est interpretari. 


The chief Latin MSS. which contain versions of the Gospels are : 
a = Vercellensis, cent. iv (late). 
6 = Veronensis, cent. v/vi. 
eé = Vindobonensis, cent. v. 
k = Bobiensis, cent. v. 

It will be seen that some of these rival the oldest Greek Uncials 
in point of antiquity. 

These translations have been arranged in three groups, viz. 
African, European, and Italic. The accuracy of this classification 
does not concern me. A special interest attaches to £, which seems 
to represent the text used by Cyprian, Bishop of Carthage in the 
third century. 

The Syriac versions are represented by 

8, Sinaiticus, cent. iv/v. 
%¢, Curetonensis, cent. v. 

There are also later versions, e.g. the Peshitto, a recension 
similar to Jerome’s Vulgate, said to have been made early in the 
fifth century, and the Harkleian, made in 616, which is of con- 
siderable importance in the Acts. 
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There are a number of other versions, e.g. the Egyptian 
(Bohaeric and Sahidic), the Armenian, Ethiopic, Gothic, &c. These, 
with the exception of the Bohaeric, which inclines to Y, support be 

The most striking fact is that the earliest Fathers all agree with 
Z. Thus Lake, after referring to the quotations of Irenaeus 


habitually used a Western text of the most pronounced character 
and to have used no other.’ The quotations of Justin point to the 
same conclusion, and the Diatessaron of Tatian, a harmony of the 
Gospels formed in the second century, is a member of Z. Lake 
also finds support for Z readings in sub-apostolic literature, 
e. g. the Didache, which may belong to the first century. 

Various interpretations have been put upon these facts. The 
usual theory, held by Burgon no less strongly than by Hort, is that 
the text of the Gospels became excessively corrupt at a very early 
period, but that a few MSS. remained unpolluted. The rival 
hypothesis, held only by a few, is that Z represents the primitive 
text as opposed to recensions formed in the third or fourth 
century. 

The differences between Z and XY are most marked in the 
Acts. Here the Z readings are often so striking that many critics 
have found difficulty in believing them due to interpolation. 
F. Bornemann went so far as to maintain that in the Acts D 
preserves the original text from which the other Greek MSS. are 
derived. Lake says of him that ‘his views have never obtained 
many followers and he may be safely disregarded’. 

In recent years Blass has advanced an ingenious theory, viz. 
that in the Acts we have two recensions.! The first of these he 
supposed to have been written at Rome for the Romans, and the 
second to have been sent by-htm with a dedication to Theo- 
philus, a Roman official living near Caesarea. He also believed 
that St. Luke issued two editions of his Gospel. He identified 
the first edition of the Acts with the text of D, and the second 
with that of the Greek Uncials. A serious objection to this 
theory is that it does not explain the origin of the Z family in the 
other Gospels. 


; * Bornemann says that he once thought that the original commentarii of 
St. Luke had been preserved by the Church, and additions in D had been taken 
from this source. This is very like Blass’ theory. 


ied 
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Professor Ramsay has called attention to minute topographical 
details in Z, to personal touches such as the use of the first person 
plural, and to the clearness of the narrative where the story is 
perplexed in the accepted text. He concludes that such 
differences are due to an interpolator who had a particularly good 
knowledge of Oriental geography and customs. Lake questions 
‘whether such good work is really that of a glossator’. 

I trust that this short sketch will suffice to group the points at 
issue. I must now refer to two circumstances which much com- 
plicate the inquiry which I have endeavoured to conduct. The 
first is the enormous wealth of evidence. When we are dealing 
with a classical author, we look on a single ninth-century MS. as 
a precious possession, and, if this is reinforced by a few scraps 
from a palimpsest, are more than content. ‘There are, however, 
168 Uncial MSS. or fragments of Uncials, which contain portions 
of the New Testament, and some 57 of these contain substantial 
parts of it. Also, apart from Greek MSS., we have the versions 
and patristic quotations. 

The second point is one which became obvious to me at once, 
viz. that the text of the Gospels has been transmitted through 
a series of MSS. written in extremely narrow columns.? This 
is shown by the large number of short omissions in various MSS. 
One unit which appears throughout is one of 10-11 letters. Some 
MSS. also contain evidence of a slightly longer unit. Nowhere, 
however, do we find larger units such as 22, 28, or 35. I have 
not infrequently had to study the working of a small unit, 
when engaged upon the text of Cicero, but there the problem is 
not so complicated, since it is not necessary to assume the 
existence of many intermediate ancestors. There can, however, 
be little doubt that the Gospels were frequently reproduced. If 
so, there must be a long series of intervening copies between our 
oldest Uncials and what I will provisionally call the Archetype. 


1 Kenyon, p. 57. 

2 This fact is pointed out by Scrivener and Burgon. Scrivener, however, 
has loose ideas as to the content of a line. Thus he notes that a line has been 
lost in the case of Luke xix, 47 fep@ of 5€ (8), John xii. 25 puddger adrqy (12), 
Luke xxi. 8 6 xarpds Hype pa) obv (18), and two lines in that of Luke xii. 52 
Zoovra yap dd Tod viv wévte ev Evi olxw Siapepepiope— (45). Hort (p. 234) 
says of the scribe who wrote B ‘ As the longer portions of text so omitted consist 
usually either of 12-14 letters or of multiples of the same, his exemplar was 
doubtless written in lines of this length’. 
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I do not wish to disguise in any way the difficulties caused by 
this succession of MSS. in narrow columns. I can only say that, 
while we must hesitate to refer short omissions to one particular 
ancestor, this doubt becomes steadily less as the figures grow 
larger. We must always seek light in the first place from the 
longest omissions, and then proceed to the shorter ones. If we 
can trace in them the regular operation of the same unit, we can 
draw conclusions with some degree of probability. 

The order in which I shall attempt to set forth the results 
which I obtained will not be the same as that of their discovery. 
In this I followed a very simple process, viz. the numeration of 
the letters contained by the longer passages omitted by many 
MSS. and tabulation of the figures. When I had treated in this 
way the end of St. Mark, xvi. 9-20, the secret was laid bare. 
I fear, however, that, if I proceeded at once to produce this 
evidence, many readers would suspect me of some jugglery. 
I, therefore, propose to take a longer road, in the hope that the 
argument may appear more cogent, if the same method is first 
tested upon individual MSS. If it appears to hold good in their 
case, then we may expect it to be equally valid when applied to 
the various families of MSS. 

The MSS. which I shall treat are: 

SN = Sinaiticus. 

B = Vaticanus. 

$8 = Sinaiticus (Syriac). 
ik = Bobiensis. 

iD = Codex Bezae. 

In my study of 8 I have derived great help from Scrivener’s 
collation. There is no similar work dealing with 4, and I had to 
put some facts together, as best I could, from Tischendorf’s 
edition of the MS. and other sources. Mrs. Lewis’s list of omis- 
sions in $8 was of great use to me, For YD, I used Scrivener’s 
Introduction and reproduction of the MS. For &, I found 
Canon Sanday’s paper upon the Greek text presupposed by it of 


great value. I also went through the text myself, and made some ~ 


additions and corrections. I have consulted the photographic 
facsimiles of 8 BD. 


Ishould have liked to examine in the same way the Alexandrinus 
(A) and the Codex Ephraemi (C), but found that the inquiry 


" & has recently been reproduced in collotype (Turin, 1913). 


—- 
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would be laborious, since the materials have not been collected 
in a suitable shape. What is required is a full collation of separate 
MSS., including the minute errors. The most trivial points 
are often the most important for the purpose which I had in 
view. 

The first witness which I shall summon will be 8. It will be 
found to tell its story with great candour. 


CHARTER? ay 
SINAITICUS (8) 


Tuts is written in four columns with 48 lines to the page and 
an average of 13-14 letters to the line. ‘There are corrections by 
a number of hands. These do not concern me, since they are 
chiefly variants collected from other MSS. There are indications 
that the model of S contained some duplices lectiones, €.g. 
John xv. 20 & has vzacw, a conflation of tuas and tpiv. 

The internal evidence shows that § is derived from an ancestor 
with an average of 1o-12 letters to the line. 

e.g. Luke xi. 1 di8akov Huds rporevxyerGat, Kabas Kat “lwdvvys 

edidake Tors pabyras avrod. 

om. kat “Iwdvvys (10) &. The words are necessary to the sense, 
since John has not been mentioned previously. 

John xix. 23 Kal éroinoay téccapa pépy, ExdoTw oTpaTLdTy p€pos, 

Kal Tov xiTava: Hv O€ 6 xiToV appados. 

om. Kal TOV yiTava (12) XN. 

Sometimes we have multiples of the same unit in immediate 
proximity, e.g.: 

Mark xiii. 8 xat Baowreia ext Baoirelav: Evovrar cepot Kate 

Torous’ ExovTat Auj.ol. 

om. Bacireia eri (11) &. 

om. Kata Térous ErovTar Aysot (22) N. 

The ancestor must have had 

Kau 
Baowrera exe 
BaotXrcav € 
OOvVvTat OELO {LOL 
5 KaTa TOTOUS € 
covrat Ayrou 
The scribe dropped 1. 2 and ll. 5, 6 (Aom.). 
John xii. 25 Kat 6 puodv trHv Wuxi atrod év 76 Kdopw TovTw eis 
Cory aidviov pvrd&er adryy. 
om. pudafe. airyv (12) 8, destroying the sense. 
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Shortly afterwards (v. 31) we have 
viv Kpiows €or rod Kdcpov TovTou viv 6 dpxwv TOD Kda pov TovTOD. 
om. viv & dpxwv TOD Kdopou TovTov (24) & (hom.). 
John iii. 20-1 puce? 7d hs, Kal od« epyerar pds Td has, Wa it) 
eheyxPp Ta épya aitod: 6 dé roby Thy édAnOevav €pXETAL TOS 
TO pas, va havepwOh aitod ra epya. 
Om. Kat odK EpxeTar mpos TO Has (22) N (hom.). 
om. 6 d€ movdv THy GAjOeav .. . adrod Ta epya (57) 8 (hom.). 
More %2X2== 22; inxs = 5x. 
The omissions are due to the coincidence of om. with line 
division. We may assign to this ancestor such short omissions as 
(10) Matt. xxiii. 35 vv Bapayéov,! Luke vii. rr xadovpévny, 30 
els EavTovs, XX. 19 €yvwoay yap. 
(11) Matt. xxviii. 5 rats yuvaréi, Mark viii. 10 es 7d rAovov, xi. 10 
év évopate kv, Luke ii. 12 Kai Ketpevor, ili. 1 THs *Tovdatas, 
John v. 25 kal viv éorw, vil. 35 mpos éavrovs, xvii. 12 © 
d€dwxas pou. 
(12) Matt. ix. 10 éyévero airot, xxi. 17 €&w THs téAews, Mark xii. 25 
ove yapotow (hom.), Luke xx. 16 rods yewpyovs, John i. 20 
Kal dpodoynee, lil, I kai etrev adtO, V. 17 is dzexpiveto. 
Possibly also 
(13) Luke xii. 18 xai ra dyaba pov (hom.), xiii. 25 é& éoravar 
Kal. 
We may also compare some transpositions, e. g. : 
Matt. xiv. 1 év éxeivw TO Kaipd yKovoev “Hpwdns. 
has nkovoev npwoys 
EV EK TW Kat 
po 
The ancestor appears to have had 
eV EK TH KALPH 
nkoveev Npwons 
The scribe wrote the second line first. 
Matt. xxiii. 37 dzoxre(vovca Tos tpopyras. 
Here § has tots zpodyras (12) before dzoxreivovea (12). Also, 
some repetitions, €. g. : 
Matt. x. 15 yf Soddpwv cat Doudppov. 


N repeats y7 after yj Soddpwv Kai (12). o 
We may expect to find a multiple of this unit in omissions of 


© This well-known variant is clearly due to accident. The omission would 
be very easy after Zayapiou. 
1655 E 
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20-4 letters. There is, however, the possibility that there is 
a larger unit representing an intermediate ancestor. We must, 
therefore, take into consideration omissions of 14-19 letters. The 
cases which I have noticed are: 

(14) Matt. xxvii. 45 éxl racav tiv yay. 

xxviii. 3 fv 88 f ida adrod (hom.). 
Mark xiv. 71 rodrov ov éyere. 
Luke iii. 13 etre mpos aidrovs. 
(15) Matt. xvi. 9 odd pvnpovevere (hom.). 
Luke vi. 14 xat BapOodopaior (hom.). 
(16) Matt. xxvi. 37 Kal of rpeaBurepor. 
Mark xi. 2 ri Katévaytt tpov. 
John i. 25 Kat npwornoav airov. 
Vili. 20 SiddoKwv ev TO tepd (hom.). 

(17) Mark iii. 8 xal dad ris “[dupaias (hom.). 

Luke xvii. 12 ot éornoav roppwbev. 

Xxiv. 31 kal éréyvwoay atrorv. 

John ii. 12 Kat of pabytai adrod. 
xvil. 17 6 Adyos 6 ads GAnGea (hom.). 

(18) Matt. xiv. 23 dodvoas Tods 6xAovs (Hom. ). 

XXx1. 30 6 dé dsroxpubels cirev. 
XXVil. 56 Mapia 7 Maydadnv7 Kai (hom.). 
Mark x. 33 kal rots ypapparedor (hom.). 
Luke xiil. 14 év als det épyaler Oar. 
(19) Matt. vil. 27 Kat érvevoay ot dvenor (hom.). 
John vill. 35 6 vs péver eis Tov aidva. 

The cases of 19 (and even of 18) letters may be explained as 
representing two short lines of the unit previously indicated. 
Several may be explained by om., without assistance from line 
division. Also, something must always be left to accident. At 
the same time there is, I think, ground for suspecting that a longer 
unit than ro-r2 is also at work. 

I now give a list of the omissions of 20 letters and upwards. 
I do not include in this important variants shared by 2, since 
these concern a previous stage in the development of the Y 
recension. 

(20) Mark xii. 30 kat e€ dAns THs Yuxijs cov (hom.). 

Luke viil. 47 8v iv airtavy Haro abrod. 
(2r) Matt. xix. 18 od porxedoes, ob KéWers (Lom). 
xxlil. 8 dpeis dé pr) KANOAre paBBi (hom.). 
XXIV. TO Kal puoncovow &dArAovs. 
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(22) Matt. xxvii. 52 
Mark xii. 8 

Luke xvi. 16 

John iti. 20 

(23) Luke v. 14 
John vii. 50 

XX. 3 

(24) Matt. xxv. 43 
Mark vi. 4 

John xii. 31 

(27) Luke xii. 37 
(28) John vi. 55 
(29) John iv. 45 
John xvi. 17 

(30) Matt. v. 45 
John iv. 4 

(32) Matt. xiii. 39 
John v. 26 


(33) John vi. 39 


(35) Matt. x. 39 


(36) Luke viii. 47 
(38) Luke x. 23 


(42) Luke xvii. 9 
(43) Matt. ix. 15 
John xv. to 


(44) Matt. xv. 18-19 


Kal TH pynpeta avewxOnoay (hom.). 

Kata Térous EcovTat Awol. 

kal 7as eis abray Bralerar (hom.). 

kal odk épxerat pos TO has (hom.). 

detov weavtdv TO tepel Kai. 

6 €hdav mpds adrov mpdrepov. 

Kal NpxXovTo eis TO pyypElov. 

yupvos Kat od wepieBaderé pe (hom.). 

Tos ovyyevéeow avrov, Kal ev (hom.). 

viv 6 dpxwv Tod Koopov TovTov (hom.). 
Kat_mrapeAOov duaxovnce: adtots (hom.). 
dAnOBs éot. Bpdois Kal Td ald pov (Aom.). 
ed€£avTo a’trov ot TadtAator, rayvra. 

pukpov Kal ov Oewpeiré pe, Kal wadww (hom.). 
Kal Bpéxet emt duxaiovs kal adixovs (hom.). 
épxetar ovv eis tokw THs Sapapelas (hon1.). 
Gepiopos cvvrédeva aidvos éorw: ot dé (Zom.). 


¥ i a — » ‘ ) 2 See 
OUTWS KQL TH UW édwKke Conv eX ELV €V AVTW 


(om.). 

tovto d€ éore TO OéAnpa Tod wémpavTos pe 
(hom.). 

< ec % ‘\ ‘ > lal > / Epa /, 

6 etpov THY WuxIVv aitod arohece: aitHY Kal 
(hom.). 


idodoa dé H yuri O71 ovK eAabe, Tpepovoa 7AGe. 
\ \ ‘ \ \ > 207 
Kal otpadels mpos tos pabytas Kat idiav 
ele. 
4 fae fal a la / ‘ ry 
oUTwW Kal tpeis OTav ToMonTE TavTa TA OLa- 
taxOevra (hom.). 
> 4 % / 4 > ty (> 
eAevoovrar O€ Hpéepar OTav arapOyn ax avtaov 
6 vuppios (hom.). 
éav Tas evToAds pov THpHaNTE pevelTe ev TH 
aydrn pov (hom.). 
e€pxerat, KaKeiva KoWwol TOV GOV. €K yap THs 
Kapotas (/om.). 


With this we may compare an addition to an earlier verse in: 
V. II ob Td eloepxopevov eis TO GTOMa KoWor Tov GvoV GAD TO 


exrropevopevov €K TOD OTOMATOS, TODTO KOLWOL TOV GVOV. 
Here § inserts rodro after rd ordua. This is taken from what 
follows, ordparos totro kowot. The intervening words kowot 
tov avov to Tov ordpatos = 45 letters. The ancestor seems to 


have had 
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KOLWOL TOV GVOV (13) 
adXa To ex7o (10) 
pevopevov ek (IT) 
Tov cropatos (IT) 
5 TovTo Kowot (11) 
TOV avOV 
The scribe looked forward and inserted rodro from l. 5. 
(45) Luke xii. 52 écovra: yap dio tod viv wevte év Ev ik dia- 
pepepiape— (hom.). 
The telescoped passage is of special interest. The ancestor 
must have had 
Siapepurpov (11) 
ecovTat yap (10) 
azo Tov vuv Trev (12) 
TE ev evt olKw (TI) 
5 Svapepepiope (12) 
vou Tpeis ere (IT) 
duet 
The scribe looked forward from 1. 1 to 1. 5 and wrote &a- 
MEPLO OV VOL TPELS ETTL dvr (om. med.). 
John ix. 38 6 88 épy, tiv Tevw, Ke Kal TpocextvyceE” aita. Kal 
elev 6 tS. 
(47) Mark vi. 8 égovciay trav TVOV Tév axabaprwv Kal rapiy- 
yetArev adrots (hom.). 
With this I would compare a corruption in Luke ii. 36. Here 
S has 
xip Snoaca 
| feTa avOpos €T7 
f aro rns raphe 
as QUTNS KaL AUTH 
| xnpa 
Here xp is an anticipation of yypa, which occurs 47 letters below. 
This indicates in an ancestor : 
fnoara pera av (12) 
dpos ern & amo (11) 
Ts wapHevias (12) 
avTys Kat avtn (12) 
5 xnpa 
The scribe looked on five lines and then corrected his error. 
p (50) Matt. xxiv. 35 6 ovvos kal # yf mapedetoovra, of S& Aoyou 
uov od pn TrapeAOwar. 
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(54) Luke x. 32 dpotws 8% kat Aevirns kara tov témov eXOdv Kat 
doy avrurapyAGev (hom.). 

Luke XIV. 15 paxdpuos doris Payerar dprov év TH Bacirea rod 
Ov. 6 8e etrev aire (hom.). 

(57) John iii. 21 6 8& rovdv ri GAjOeav epyerar rpds TO Has iva 
pavepwhy aitod ra epya (hom.). 

(60) Matt. v. 19 ds 8 av roujoy kat Siddéy, oftos péyas KAnOjoerar 
év TH Bacwrela tdv OvveV (hom.). 

(61) Mark vi. 28 kat drehOdv darexepddicev abrov év TH pudaky, 
kal qveyKe THY Kepadyv avtod (Lom.). 

(62) Mark x. 30 oikias Kal ddeAdods Kal ddeAdas Kat Ppas kal Téxva 
Kal aypovs, pera Swwypav. 

(64) Luke xvii. 35 @covrar S00 dAnOovoa ent 7rd aird- % pla 
trapadnpOncerat, 7 5€ éErepa apeOnoera (hom.). 

(71) Matt. xxvi. 62-3 ovdév dzoxpivy ; Tl ovTOl Tov KaTapapTYpovoT ; 
6 de iS éowwra. Kal 6 dpxtepeds eirev aitd (hom.). 

John xvi. 15 wavra doa exe 6 Tp cua Cort bid TotTO elroy, GTi eK 
Tov euov AapBaver, Kal dvayyer tiv (hom.). 

With these I would compare a dittography in Luke xvii. 16 
kal érecev él Tpdcwrov Tapa TOUS Tddas ALTOD EdxyapLTTOV aiTw Kal 
airos Hv Zapapeirnys (72). 

The passage is written twice. 

(84) Mark x. 35-7 6 éay airjowpév ce, Toujons juiv. 6 O€ etrev 
avtots, Ti Oédete Torjoal pe bpiv ; ot Oe elroy aito, Ads jptv, 
iva (hom.). 

With this we may compare a corruption in 

John iv. 16-17 A€éyer adryH 6 Is, “Yraye, Povycov tov avépa cod, 
Kal ee evOd8e. arexpiOn 7 yuvy Kal elev ita, OvK exw dvdpa. 
déyear airy 6 Is, Kad@s etzras. 

Here © has kad before traye. This is an anticipation of xadds 
which comes after the second A€ye airy 6 Is. The intervening 
words traye. . . airy 6 Is consist of 84 letters. 

(92) Mark i. 32-4 Kat rods daipoviCopevovs. Kat 7 7OALs OAN emt- 
ouvnypevn jv Tpos THY Oipav. Kat EGepdrevoe TOAAOLS KaKds 
éxovras (hom.). 

® also omits zouxiAaus vocos (15), but this seems a separate 
omission. Tischendorf says ‘ ¢ranstluit a xaxds éxovtas pr. (i.e. 
before kai rods darpovl.) ad KakOs €xovTas sec”. The whole passage 
is supplied by a corrector at the foot of the page. 

(ro1) John xx. 5 ob pevron ciojAev. epxerau ovv kal Sipwv Ilérpos 
dxodovbav aird, cal ciopdOev «is TO pynpetov? Kal Oewpet Ta 


dOdvia Kefweva, (hom.). 
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(192) John xix. 20 rovrov obv Tov Tithov wodAol dvéyvwoav TOV 
Tovdaiwv, & OTL eyyvs nv 6 TOTOS THS TOAEWS, 6 Omrov eotravpobn 6 
Ts: Kal fv yeypappévov “EBpaiori, ‘Pwpaiori, “EAAnvoTé. 
éeyov obv TG WiAdt@ ot apxeepets TOV "Tovdatwv, Mi ypade, 
‘O Baoreds tév "Iovdaiwy (hom.). 

The first point which strikes one in this list is the extraordinary 
number of omissions from om. There appear to be no less than 
48 examples, without including corruptions due to the same 
cause. Scrivener (p. xv) says that there are 115 examples of 
such omission in the New Testament. It is obvious that the 
scribe either of &, or of an intermediate ancestor, was peculiarly 
prone to these omissions. 

In the second place there are some curious coincidences, such 
as two omissions of 71 letters, together with the repetition of 
72 letters. The omissions of 42 to 47 letters are interesting, on 
account of the telescoped passage Luke xii. 52 (45), and the 
corruption in Luke i. 36, where xyp is inserted 47 letters too 
soon. Also, there is an omission of 84 letters, together with a 
similar anticipation of xaA from xaAés, which occurs 84 letters 
further on (John iv. 16-17). 

The larger numbers are instructive, viz.: 

60-4 (4 examples). 
71 (2 examples). 
84 (cf. John iv. 16-17). 
92. 
Tol. 

Here the gradual increase suggests that one additional line has 
been lost in each case. 

It is also interesting to notice that the largest number, 192, is 
exactly three times 64 (Luke xvii. 35) and a little more than twice 
92 (Mark i. 32). 

I now proceed to notice some interesting corruptions: 

John vii. 27 6 8 Xpuords drav épyyrat. 

Here § has 

0 XS orav «AON pn TALOVA ONpLA TOLNTEL N OTAY EPXNTAL 

This comes from v. 31 6 xs drav €AOy, pip wrelova cypeta Tojorer 
ov obtos érolncer ; 

The intervening words 6 8% xs érav épyyrat (v. 27) to eis airdv. 
kat éAeyov (V. 31) contain 337 letters. With this we may compare 
84 in Mark x. 35, John iv. 16 (84x 4 = 336). 

John ix. 10 édeyov oby ard, ds otv dvesyOnodv cov of 6bOaApol ; 
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After €Xeyov ody & inserts o: vovdaio. This appears to come 
from v. 18 ériotevoay ody of “Iovdaior. The intervening words 
aiTo TOs . . . ériatevoay otv (v. 18) contain 683 letters. It is 
interesting to notice that this is a little more than twice 337 
(337 X 2 = 674). 

It is tempting to suppose that 337-41 represents a column in 
a previous MS. 

I have noticed two other cases of repetition, which are interesting 
in view of the shorter omissions, viz.: 

Luke 1. 41 éoxiprynce 76 Bpédos ev 7H Kola airs. 

Here & adds év dyaddidoe after eoxipryoe. The words come 
from v. 44 éoxiprycer ev ayadddoe 76 Bpédos ev TH Kowa pov. 

The intervening words 1d Bpédos (v. 41)... éoxiprnoe (v. 44) 
contain 238 letters. With this we may compare the three omissions 
of 60-2 letters (60 x 4 = 240). 

Luke xil. 29 py Cyreire té paynre, Kal ri winre. 

After rinre 8 adds pydé to cwpart. The words come from v. 22 
pH pepyvare TH WoxH, TE ayynte pyde TO THpartt bpOv , Ti evdvanobe. 

The intermediate passage nde TO odpare (Vv. 22). .. Te bdynre 
(v. 29) consists of 556 letters. With this we may compare the 
omissions of 71 letters in Matt. xxvi. 62, and the dittography of 
71 letters in Luke xvii. 16 (7o x 8 = 560). 

There are some significant passages in which & appears to 
emend after an omission, viz. : 

Matt. xiv. 26 kat iddvres atrov ot pabyrtat. 

Here & has iddvres 6& airdév without of pabyra’. Apparently dé 
was inserted after the omission. | 

Mark xiv. 58 pets HKovoapev aitod €éyovTos. 

For this 8 substitutes ¢fvev. This appears to be an insertion to 
give a construction. 

John xx. 4 kal 6 dAXos pabyntis tporédpape| mporedpape be &. 

We find in & certain additions which do not occur in B. The 
most striking case is: 

Matt. viii. 13 Kal eirev 6 Inoods 7é Exarovtdépyw, “Yraye, ds 

ériatevoas yevnOyntw cor. Kal idby 6 rats év TH Opa éxetvy. 
Here & adds kat izoorpéwas 6 Exatovrapyos «is TOV oikov adtod év 
avTH TH Ope etpev TOV Tatda vyLaivovTa (so also C). 

The words add nothing to the sense, and seem a clear case of 
interpolation from 

Luke vii. 10 kat drootpéartes cis TOV otKov ot reupbevtes etpov 


‘\ Lal c 4 
Tov dovAov byiaivovTa. 
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Minor cases, shared with a few other MSS., are: 

Matt. ix. 24 od yap dméfave 76 Kopdovov GANG Kabevda] add. 

ciddres OTe aréGavey B®. 

ib. 35 xal racav padrakiav] add. cat jxorovbnoav aite ®. 

Mark ii. 16 @Aeyov tots pabyrats atrot ért] add, 6 diddoKados 

bwov &. 

ib. x. 28 #KodovOjKxapev cor] add. ri dpa éorar ply R. 

The following list of omissions, not shared by 4, may be useful 
as a supplement to those already mentioned. Most of them are 
important variants shared by many authorities : 

(10) Mark xiv. 72 éx devrépov om. WLS. 

John xiii. 10 7 Tots rédas om. & Tert. Orig. 

(11) John xiii. 26 AapBdve Kat om. W Z. 

(13) Matt. xv. 31 KvAdAods byreis om. RLS. 

(14) Matt. xxiii. 4 kat dvoBdoraxta om. WLS, alii. 

(16) Luke xii. 39 eypyyépycev av Kai om. ® Z, alit. 

(18) Matt. vi. 15 7a raparrépata airov om. RU, alii. 

(23) Luke xxiv. 51 kal dvedépero eis Tov Ovvov om. NZ. 

(31) Matt. xix. 9 kat 6 drodcAuperny yapynoas poryarat om. & Z, alit. 

(34) Johniv.9 od yap cvyxpavrau Tovdator Sapapeirais om. D Late, 


Note.—While this work was being read for press, my attention 
was drawn by Professor Burkitt to the Rev. H. S. Cronin’s paper 
in the Journal of Theological Studies xiii, pp. 563-71 (1911/12). 
Mr. Cronin has anticipated me in pointing out that © is derived 
from a MS. which contained on an average eleven letters to the 
line. The only difference between us is that he considers each 
Gospel, as found in N, to have been taken from a separate 
papyrus, and confines his conclusions to St. John. He has dealt 
with most of the passages from St. John which figure in my list 
and adds a few which I had not noticed. The fact that two 
inquirers working independently have arrived at similar results is, 
I think, good evidence for the soundness of the method which we 
have employed. 


CHAPTER® V 


VATICANUS (2B) 


£& is written in three columns, with 42 lines to the page 
and an average of 16-17 letters to the line. As compared 
with 8, B is a reticent witness. It is, however, clear that it is 
derived from an ancestor containing 10-12 letters to the line. 
(2) We have two telescoped passages, where a line has fallen 
out, viz. : 
Matt. x. 14 Kal Os éay pip SéEnrau bas. 
Here 4’ gives xa: os av pas om. med. The model must have 
had Kal OS av 
PY) deEnrau Vv (10) 
pas 
Luke xvi. 1 dtacxoprifwy Ta trdpxovta aitod Kai. 
B* has dacxoprilwy ta vr kar om. med. The model must have 
had dua 
oKopmilwv Ta vr 
apXovTa QUTOUV 
KQL 
Tischendorf here says ‘ad vrapxyov B* suppl. ra avtov’. It 
will be seen, however, from the facsimile that what 4? adds is 
apXoV avTov. 
The following omissions of 4, or £', against 8, may represent 
lines of the model. 
Matt. xii. 38 xal Papicaiwy (12) om. B. 
xili. 17 Kal dékasoe (10) om. B’. 
XXV. 40 ddeAddv pov tov (13) om. B. 
XXVi. 4 Kdzroxteivwow (13) om. B. 
Mark i. 35. Kal dqdOev (10) om. B (hom.). 
40 Kal yovurerav } (12) om. B. 
vi. 17 rHv yovaixa (10) om. B'. 
XV. 10 of dpyxvepets (11) om. B (hom.). 


1 So &, kal yovunerav abtéy alit. 
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Luke vi. 26 of apes abrav (11) om. B. 
viii. 45 Kal of ovv atro (1 2)om. B. 
ix. 2 rods dcbeveis* (12) om. B. 
x. 38 «is Tiv olxiay* (12) om. B. 
XVii. 23 pt) dréAOyre (10) om. B. 
xxiii. 38 yeypappevy (10) om. B. 
There are also some which Z shares with other authorities, e. g. : 
Matt. xxvii. 24 70d Sixalov (10) om. BD Ss Arm. 
Mark x. 19 pu) droorepioys (13) om. B' S8 Diat. Arm. Clem. 
Possibly, we should add : 
Mark xiii. 33 Kal rpocedxeobe (14) 0m. BDU, 
Luke xvii. 24 év 77 Hepa aitod (14) om. BDLE. 
(2) Two lines. 
The most noticeable case is: 
John ix. 7 drjdOev otv cat éviyato kat 7AGe Br€rov. 
Here B gives dwdGev Bdrérwv om. med. (20), a reading which is 
without sense. 
Other examples are : 
Mark x. 46 kai épyovrar eis ‘Tepyyw (20) om. B'. 
John i. 13 od8t éx Oedrpatos avdpds (21) om, 5 Clem. Eus. 
ix. 36 daexpiOy éxelvos kat etre (22) om. B. The omission 
is disguised by the insertion of éby after Kai ris éoruv. 
(c) Three lines. 
John xvii. 15 otk epwrd va adpys abtods ék Tod Kécpov, GAN’ va 
THPHTYS adrovs &k TOD Tovnpor. 
Be has OUK EPWTW va ap 
NS QUTOVS EK TOV TO 
vnpov 
om. med. (30). 
The model must have had 
tva apys 
QUTOUS EK TOU 
Kkoopov adda 
wa THPHTNS 
5 G@utTovs €k TOU 
TOVY POV 
The writer glanced from éx rod in 1. 2 to ek rod in 1. 5, and he 
left out the three intervening lines. 


1 So &, robs doOevovyras aliz. 
2 So N, eis rov olxoy adtjs alit. 
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Luke vili. 16 tva of eioropevopevor Bérwor Td hds (31). 
Cf. Acts xxiii. 28 Bovdsuevds te exvyvdvar TH airlay 80 Hv éve- 
KdAovv atTG Katyyayov abrov eis TO avvédpiov adrav. 
B omits xatyyayov .. . airy (33) hom. 
(d) Four lines. 

Matt. x. 37 ovk éoru pov d£tos’ Kat 6 pidy w 7 Ovyarépa brép 

€me ovK ETL pov aévos. 

B omits cal 6 pidav .. . dEvos (42) hom. 

Here the Oxyrhynchus papyrus 1170, cent. v, also omits the next 
Clause kai Os ob AapBave Tov oTpy aitod Kai dxoovbe? driow pov, 
ov« éore pov aévos (62), which makes a total omission of 104. 

I have noticed two cases of dittography which admit of similar 
explanation, viz. : 

Matt. xxi. 4 tAnpw6y 70 fnbev dia Tod (20) bis ser. 

John xvi. 9 Kayo aréoreiXa abtods eis Tov Koopov (31) dis scr. 
On the other hand we have 

Luke i. 37 ore ov« ddvvarnoe (16) dis scr. 

This may be due to accident or may indicate an immediate 
ancestor with a slightly longer line. The example from John xvii. 9 
(31) might also = 2x 16. 

Some transpositions of & admit of an easy explanation, e. g. : 

John xix. 21 eipi rév “lovdaiwy| tov “Tovdatwr eipil B. 

Here, «iyi, after omission, has been inserted after rév *Iovdacwv 
(11). 

So also of SB, e.g. : 

John xviii. 22 eis tév bayperdv TapeotyKds| cls TapectnKos TOV 
irnpetov & B. Here rapeoryxds (10) has similarly been inserted 
in the wrong place. 

I append a list of important omissions which # shares with 
other authorities, not &. 

(28) Luke xi. 11 dprov pn Aov emidioa aitd; 7 Kai om. 

BS, alit. 
(31) Luke viii. 43 iarpots tpocavaddécaca Gdov tov Biov om. 
B S* € Arm. 

(36) Luke xi. 2 yevnOjrw 76 GéAnpa cov ws év OVVG Kai éri (sO 

8A D, ei tips cect.) yjs om. BS Arm., aliz. 

(42) Luke xxiii. 34 6 de Is €teye, Tp ages airois’ ov yap oidacr 

rt rowva. om. BDL 38 €, 

(43) ib. 38 ypdppacw “EAXAnreKots Kat “Popaixots kat “EBpaixois 

am. BL SE, 

Omissions common to 8 & will be treated later on. 


CHAPFERG V1 
Ss 


Tuts is a MS. of very great interest. It belongs to Z, but has 
some Y readings, e. g. it omits St. Mark xvi. 9-20. The other 
MS. which contains the old Syriac version, the Curetonensis ($°), 
is purely ‘Western’. I have selected $8 for examination, since 
Mrs. Lewis’s list of its omissions from the text of W-H. renders 
the task easy. The Greek text on which it is founded can be 
inferred with some certainty, since, like all the versions, it is 
a word for word translation. 

8 is very valuable for the purpose of this inquiry, since no 
special sanctity has been attached to its text. I have, therefore, 
no preconceived opinions to encounter. Also, it omits with the 
greatest freedom. 

I must first exclude from the discussion well-known passages 
omitted by a number of authorities, since these go back to an 
earlier stage in the development, e.g. Matt. xvi. 2, xxi. 44, 
xxvii. 49; Mark ili. 14,15; Luke xxii. 32, xxiii. 34: also, passages 
omitted by Z or members of Z, e.g. Matt. ix. 34; Luke xix. 25 ; 
John xii. 8. Also all passages where Aramaic words are trans- 
lated into Greek, e.g. Matt. xxvil. 33; Mark vil. 34, xv. 34; 
John 1. 38, 41, 1x. 7, xi. 16, xx. 16, 24, xxi. 2, since these are con- 
sistently omitted. I can only suppose that the readers for whom 
the version was made did not require a translation. 

Mrs. Lewis has drawn attention to an example where $s appears 
to omit a line of an ancestor, viz.: 

Matt. xviii. 19 médw A€yw bytv, dre edv SV0 tudv cvpuduvyowow 

eri THS ys TEpl TaVvTOS Tpayparos. 
The Syriac for this is said to be: 

‘ Again verily I say unto you they shall agree upon earth about 

everything’. 

There is here no equivalent for dr éay Sv0 Sydv (13). The 
omission is assisted by om. 


1 W-H. here read médw Aéyw iptv Sri dy Sv0 cuppavhawow e€ Suav, and 
Mrs. Lewis treats the omission as one of 71 édv B40. The omission, however, 
is simplified if we adopt the usual reading (iptv) 57 édy B30 Suadr. 
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The number and character of the shorter omissions may be 
seen from John xi, viz. :1 
I €k THs Kops (10) 
THs adeAdys adris (15) 
7 €revta peta TodTo (15) 
II Kati peta TovTO (12) 
12 ovv of paOyrai (12) 
13 THS KoNoews (12) 
IQ wept TOD adeAgod (14) 
24 dvaotnoerat (11) 
28 ryv ddeApiy airys (15) 
31 odv ‘Tovdator of dvres per’ aitits ev 77 oikia (35) 
32 idodoa adrov (11) 
39 7) ddeApy Tod TeTeAevTHNKOTOS (24) 
42 Tov Tepectara (13) 
45 Kal Ocavdpevor 0 érotnoev (22) 
51 Tov evavtov éxeivov (18) 
55 Tov ‘lovdatwy (11) 
mpo Tod macyxa (11) 
56 éarnkores, ti (11) 
Here we have one omission of 10 and 5 of 11, with which we 
may compare two of 22; 3 of 12, with which we may compare 
one of 24, and one of 35. ‘The natural inference is that at the 
back of $3 there is an ancestor with an average of 11 letters to 
the line. It does not follow that this was the immediate ancestor, 
and the longer omissions (14-18) may possibly represent lines in 
the model before the writer. 
&* has an interesting series of dislocations in John xviii. 13-24, 
which are written thus : 
13 Kal nyayov. .. eviavTod éxeivov (77) 
24 améoteirev otv .. . TOV apxtepéa (55) 
14-15 jv d€ Kaddas .. . rod dpxvepews (192) 
19-23 6 ovv apxlepeds. . . TL pe Sepers ; (427) 
16-18 6 dé Ilérpos . . . Oeppoarvopevos (317) 
Briere Fixe bo LEX 7 = 77; 11X17 = 197, 11 X 29 = 319, 
II X 39 = 429. 
I have noticed 485 cases—exclusive of those especially excepted 


1 [ have omitted three cases given by Mrs. Lewis, viz.: 3 abrdv A€éyouvca, 
5 nal Thy ddeApiy aiThs Kai, 31 Taxéws avéorn, since these are variants rather 


than omissions. 
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—(cf. supra), where $8 omits ro letters and over. The smaller 
omissions present a welter of confusion, viz.: 


letters examples | letters examples | letters examples 
ie) 74 20 II 30 2 
II 61 21 es 31 6 
12 61 22 10 32 2 
13 46 23 8 33 2 
14 29 24 7 34 I 
=) 3° 25 5 35 x 
16 19 26 6 36 2 
17 18 27 5 37 4 
18 18 28 4 38 3 
19 12 29 2 39 I 


I would merely point out the great number of omissions of 
to-12 letters (196), the corresponding omissions of 20-2 letters 
(32) and the six omissions of 31 letters. For further light we 
must go to the longer omissions. These are: 

(41) Mark xy. 42 kal 73n dias yevopévys, evel Hv Tapackevy, 6 

éot. tpocd Bb Batov. 
‘ And it was the Sabbath’ Ss, 

This telescoped passage is very instructive. It points to the 
following distribution in an ancestor : 

KQL 
nd owas ye (10) 
vomevns emet (11) 
nV TapacKev (10) 
n 0 eotw mpo (10) 
oa Barov 
The copyist has omitted four lines of his model. 

(41) Other omissions of this length are :* 

Mark ix. 3 ofa yvadeds éxt ris ys ov Svvarar ovTws AevKavat. 
Luke vi. 40 katypticpevos 8 was eorar ds 6 diSdoKados abrod 


(hom.). 
(43) John x. 35 «i éxevous elrev Gus mpds ods 5 AOyos Tod Ov 
eyeveTo. 


(44) Mark xvi. 8 dard tod prnpelov, elyev yap airas tpdpos Kat 
EKOTACLS. 
Luke vi. 32 kal yap of duaptwAot rors d&yaravras aitots dyaraow. 


John xvi. 3 kai ratra roujoovow ore obk éyvwcay Tov Tpa odds emé. 


1 The text used is that of W-H. 
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» Y 
(46) Luke xx. 19 ¢yrwoar yap bru rpds adrods erev riy Tapa- 
Bodnyv tradrnv. 
(47) John i. 40 80 rév dxovedvrwv mapa “Iwavov kal dKxodovOn- 
odvTwV avTo. 
: 
(48) Matt. iv. 24 SamoviLopévous kal ceAnvialopévovs Kal mapa- 
Avtikovs. 
(49) Mark vii. 8 dévres rHv evrodyv tod Ov Kparetre tiv Trapa- 
doow trav avov (hom.). 
AR Lal lal Lal lal 
John xx. 7 6 jy emi rhs Kehadjs aitod, od peta tov dOoviwv 
keipevov GAXd. 
baal e > > , a a \ 
(50) Luke xxiii. 51 otros od« jv cuvkaratebepévos TH Bovdy Kal 
“A , r 
TH mpager adtav. 
( h A sere Ti 3 £ —— c« 3 ¢ 
51 Jo NV. I2 ypwtnoav avtov, Lis eoTW O avos O El7TWVY TOL, 
tL) A Ls 
Apov kal wepurdre; (hom.). 
(54) Matt. xxii. 4 7d dpuordv pov wrotpaxa, of radpot pov Kal Ta 
ourioTa TeOvpeva, Kal. 
(65) Luke xii. 9 6 88 dpynodpevds pe evisriov TOV Grav drapv7nOy)- 
ceTat evioriov TOV ayyéAwv Tod Ov (hom.), 
(70) Luke xiv. 27 doris od Baordle tov Ftpy EavTod Kal epyera 
éricw pov, od dvvarat elvai pov pabyntys (hom.). 
(83) Matt. v. 47 Kal edy aordonoGe Trois adeAgors tudv povov, TL 
TEPLOTOV TOLELTE ; OVXL Kal Of EOYiKOL TO adTO ToLOvGL ; 
(128) Matt. v. 30 kal «i 7 defud cov xelp cxavdadiler oe, exxoov 
eS \ , > ‘ A / / 7 > / a aA 
aityy Kal Bddr«€ dd cov, cvppéper yap cou iva aroAynTat Ev TOV 
pedGv cov Kal pi) OAov TO GGpa Gov eis yeevvav aédOn (hom.). 

(132) John xiv, 10-11 7a fypata & eyo éyw byiv da ewavtod ov 

Aig, 'e See > \ 4 a 4 > lal / / 
AadrG' 6 dé Tp ev epol pévwv Tore TA Epya avTov. TioTEveTE 
¢ > ‘A > a _- A. : —_— > > 7 4 > X\ ra ‘\ ‘ y” 
poor Ore ey ev TG pt Kal 6 wp év epol: ei b€ py, dia Ta epya 

avTa TLoTEveETE. 

(167) Matt. vi. 5 Kal Grav rpocedyobe, oix evecbe ws of toKpt- 
tai’ Ore pirodow ev Tals ovvaywyais Kal ev Tals ywvias TOV 
mArateav éxtates mporedxecOa, Grws pavOow Tols avo 
> ‘ / e Lad > / ‘A 06 > A 
apiv Aéyw bi, aréxovar Tov pucOov avrav. 

Ze's c s \ ‘c., 3 a ‘ c 

(262) Luke xxiii. 10-12 torjxeoav dé of dpxiepeis Kal of ypap- 
pareis evrévws Katyyopodvtes adtod. eLovbevyioas 5 abrov 6 
€ es \ a / > a a2 / ro 
Hpoédys oiv tots otpatevpacw adrod Kai éumaitas repiPadrov 
éoOjra Napmrpav dvéreppev adrov 7G Ierdtw. éyévovro bé pirou 
6 re ‘“Hpddys kai 6 Iedaros év airy 7H jpépa per GAAjAwv: 
mpoimnpxov yap ev €xOpa dvres mpos avrovs. 

1 &8 also omits the following words «al €Aeyev avrois (15), but this seems to 

be a separate omission. 
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The first point to notice here is that 262 is intermediate 
between 128x 2 (= 256) and 132X2 (= 264) so 167 is very 
nearly twice 83. If we divide 132 by 2 we have 66, for which we 
may compare 65 (Luke xii. 9). So if we divide 83 by 2, we have 
41-2, for which there are four examples, the most notable being 
the telescoped passage Mark xv. 42. 

If again we divide 66, the result is 33. For this we have two 
examples, viz. : 

Matt. xxiv. 30 kal rote kdWovrar tara ai pudal ris ys (Lom.). 

Mark xi. 8 ddAox 82 oriBddas KdWarres éx TOV aypav (hom.). 
These are reinforced by two of 32, viz. : 

Luke vii. 7 80d od8t éuavtév jéiwoa rpds oe eAOetv (hom.). 

John xvi. 25 ovkére év rapoysias AGAnow iptv GAAGd (hom.). 

Also by seven of 31, viz. : 
Matt. viii. 5 eiceAOovros dé adrod cis Kadapvaovp. 
xiii. 15 Kal éruorpéWwow Kal idcopar adtors. 
xxii. 24 Kal dvacryioe orépua TG d5eAPG aitod (hom.). 

Mark xiv. 65 kat repixadvrrew abrod 76 tpdcwrov (hom.). 

Luke xx. 11 kai dtiysdoavres é£arréoreAav Kevov. 

John iv. 24 robs tpooxvvotvras abrév' va 5 Os, kai (hom.). 

V. 10 TO reGeparevpévw, YaBBarov ear, Kal. 

From 31-3 we go back to 20-2 (32 examples), and finally to 
ro-12 (196 examples). There thus appears to be a common 
unit, which runs through most of these omissions. It must not 
be inferred for a moment that I wish to explain a// the shorter 
omissions in this way. Much must have been due to accident. 
As, however, the omissions become longer, the hypothesis of 
mere accident, apart from line-division, becomes less likely. Also, 
I must repeat what I have previously indicated, that in all 
probability most of the omissions were made in a previous copy. 
The omissions of 14-16 letters (78) seem too numerous for 
explanation by accident, and I think it more likely that the 
immediate model was written in this formation. If so, some of 
the larger numbers may be multiples of 14-16, not of ro—12. 
This is a point which it is impossible to settle, where we are 
concerned with such small units. The internal evidence is in 
favour of attributing most of them to the operation of the smaller 
unit. The point upon which I lay stress is the extraordinary way 
in which the omissions hang together and the connexion becomes 
most evident in the case of the longest, where accident is least 
likely to have been the cause. 
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There is an interesting omission coupled with transposition in 
Mark vi. 22-3: 

airnodv pe 0 édy GéXys, kat dédow cot. kal duooe airy bru “O édv 

pe airjnoys, dow col, Ews ypucodts THs Bacirelas pov. 
For this 38 has 

‘Ask of me and I will give thee even unto the half of my 
Kingdom, and he sware with an oath’. This seems to indicate 
the following arrangement (after édv OéAys) in an ancestor : 

kat Owow wou 

KQL WLOTEV AUTN 
OTL O EQV [LE OAL 

THons Sworw cot 

5 €ws nuLocovs TNS 
Bacirevas pov 

The scribe passed from the first décw cof to the second, and 
kal dpooev airy was subsequently inserted after 1. 6. 

There is a famous variant in Matt. xxvil. 17 

tiva Oédere drodvow ipiv; BapaBBav; 7) Iv tov Aeyspevov Xv; 
which now admits of easy explanation. 

Here 8 has (so also in v. 16) ’Inootv BapaBBay, so also Arm., 
Origen, and some minuscules. ‘Tregelles has already suggested 
that w is a dittography of the last two letters in tyiv. If the 
passage were written, 


Vv 
pw BapaBBav (11) 
HW 
it is obvious that the mistake might easily arise. 
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Gk 


Tuts MS. comes from Bobbio, and is connected by tradition 
with St. Columban.' Its importance lies in the fact that its text 
agrees with the quotations of Cyprian. It, therefore, represents the 
‘ African’ branch of the Latin family. 

Hk js written in long lines with an average of about 26 letters to 
the line, and has 14 lines to the page. It contains Matt. i. 1— 
iii, 10, iv. 2—xiv. 17, xv. 20-36; Mark viii. 8-11, 14-16, Vili. 
I9—XVi. 9. 

There is clear evidence that it was immediately copied from 
a Latin ancestor? with an average of 14-15 letters to the line. 
This is shown by some passages which the first writer has omitted, 
and a corrector has added. They are marked by symbols for 
omission, viz. a (? hic adde) in the text and ks (= hic supple) or 
hv (? hic vide) in the margin or at the foot of the page. I have 
noticed the following : 

(14) Matt. ii. 2 eius in orientem. 

15 ut adimpleretur. 
Mark xvi. 8 praedicationis. 

(27) Matt. ii. 2 et uenimus adorare eum cum audis—. 
This is interesting, since the passage has been ‘telescoped’. 

(31) Matt. xii, 27 neque patrem agnoscit nisi filius et. 

(45) , Xili. 7 in spinas et ascenderunt spineae et suffoca- 

uerunt ea, 

(63) Matt. x. 4 et in ciuitatem samaritanorum ne introieritis. 

Ite magis per oues perditas. 
The only supplements which I have not included in this list 


1 R. Beer has recently given reasons for thinking that 4, together with other 
old MSS., came to Bobbio from the collection of Cassiodorus (Akad. Wissene 
schaft, Wien, 1911, pp. 78-104). 

* The presence of a Latin ancestor is also shown by duplices lectiones, 
e. g 7 18 recto, /. 14 cogitaruntbant. A previous MS. must have had 

ant 
cogitarunt. 
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are, Matt. vi. 3, guid faciat dextra tua (19), which may possibly 
represent an unusually long line, and xiii. 32, the single word 
holeribus. The others manifestly go together. Thus 27 is nearly 
twice 14 (3 examples) : 63 is nearly twice 31 (15 x 2 = 30) : so 
45 = 15 X3- 

Beyond the immediate ancestor there is a Greek original. 
Canon Sanday in an admirable Appendix! deals with the Greek 
text presupposed by 2 The list of omissions which he gives is 
particularly useful. It is obvious that & omits very freely. 
Sanday notices a number of cases which he thinks due to an 
attempt to abridge the text. 

I exclude from the discussion omissions of & which are shared 
by Yand other MSS., since these concern an earlier stage in the 
history of the text, e. g.: 

Matt. v. 44 evdAoyeire ... purcodvtas tas, ib. emynpeafovtwv tyuas 

kat, XV. 31 KvAXodts tyeis, Mark ix. 29 Kal vnoteia, ib. 44 
and 46 orov 6 cxwAn€é.. . cBévvuTat, Xi. 26 ef 5€ tpeis.. . 
bpov. 
The omissions show that the Greek original had an average of 
10-12 letters to the line. I quote the following examples : 
(10) Matt. vil. 11 ado paddor. 
xil. I Kat np&avTo. 
Mark xi. 8 eis riv ddov. 
31 éav elrwper. 
Xlli. 37 ypyyopetre. 

I have not included in this list Matt. iv. 17 peravoeire, since the 
omission is shared by %, Clem. Orig. Eus. 

(11) Mark ix. 10 ovyrotvres. 

xl. 6 kal hépovow. 
Xl. 4 kal Aripacav. 
(12) Matt. v. 33 Tovs dpxatovs. 
Mark xii. 2 rod dparedA@vos. 
Possibly we should include omissions of g letters, viz. : 
Matt. xi. 1 diardcowy, xii. 2 év caBBatw, 30 cKxopri¢e, Mark xii. 
g ri romoe, 19 diddoxadre, xiii. 9 SapyoerGe, xiv. 51 emi 
yupvov. 
Also, of 13 letters, viz. : 
Matt. vi. 20 Kat KAérrovow, Mark ix. 5 Kai dmoxpifeis, X. 17 


Tpordpapov Kal. 


1 Olé Latin Biblical Texts, ii, pp. 119-21. 
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I now add the multiples : 
Two LINEs. 


(20) Matt. iv. 24 Kal eGepdrevoer aitovs. 
Mark x. 37 xaiowpev év tH S0én cov. 
46 6 vs Tiualov Bapripauos. 
Xvi. 2 dvateiAavros Tod HXLov. 

(21) Mark xv. 34 6 éori pebeppnvevdpevor. 

The instance given from Mark x. 37 is very instructive, since 
the reading of & does not give any sense. The Greek original, 
which I will term A, appears to have had 

wa eis ek deét (12) 
wv gov Kat ets (II) 
e€ evovvpwv (10) 
Kabiowpev €V (1 1) 
5 T™ d0&y cov (9) 
o O€ Us Elev (10) 
For this & gives 
da nobis ut unus a dextram 
et unus a sinistra. his autem 
respondens dixit 
The writer omitted Il. 4-5. 


THREE LINES. 


Mark xi. 10, Here A seems to have had 
evloynjevos o 
EpXOLEVOS €V 
OvOMaTL KU 
evloynpevn 
5 71 «pxopevy 
Bacirea Tov 
amps nuov Aad 
We find in & 
bene 
dictus qui uenit in regnum pa 
tri nostri dauid 
Lines 3-5 have been omitted. 
(31) Matt. vili. 5 eiceAOdvros 82 adrod cis Karrepvaotp. 


Four LINEs. 


(39) Matt. x. 19 Sofjrera: yap buiv ev éxeivy TH Spa ti AaAnoeTeE 
(hom.). 
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AN A th 
Mark x. 34 kal eurricovow aird Kat Partryacovcl adtov 
(Zom.). 
: ? 
(42) Matt. iv. 4 GXN eri ravtl pyyate éxmopevopévn bid ot6- 
patos Ov, 
(43) Mark ix. 37 éml rd dvdpart fou, ewe Sexerau Kat Os éav eve 
déxnrau (hom.). 
; ‘ - 
Mark xi. 28 7) ris cou rH eovolay ratty Buxev va Tatra 
mous ; (hom.) 
Mark xii. 30 wai é€ ddAns rhs Yyfs cov, kal é& dAys THs 
diavolas cov (hom.). 


Five LINEs. 


(50) Mark xiv. 35. Here X seems to have had 
TPOTNVKXETO 

(VQ €b duvatov 

cote TapeAOy 

ai QUTOU yw 

pa kau eAeyev 


aBBa o 7p wav 
Ta Svvata coe 


or 


TOAPEVEYKE 
TO TOTHPLOV 
10 am €0Vv TOVTO 


Here & has 
adorabat dicens, si fieri potest 
ut transeat calix iste 
The writer appears to have omitted ll. 4-8. The omission was 
assisted by hom. (viz. rapeAOy, apeveyxe). . 
Another example of five-line omission will be found later on 
(Matt. xiii. 14-15). 
Six LINEs. 
(60) Matt. ix. 34 of 8 Bapwato edeyov, “Ev 73 dpxovte trav 
Satpovioy exBdddAcr 7a. Sapdvia. 


SEVEN LINES. 
(70) Mark ix. 35 Kat Neyer avtois, Ei tis Oédeu mpdtos iva, 
Zoran révtwv eoxaros, Kal wdvtwv didKovos. 


E1icut LINEs. 


\ ‘ lal 
(83) Matt. v. 47 Kal éav dordanobe tovs adehpovs ipdv pdvor, 
ri wepiroov movetre ; ovXi Kal ot EOviKol TO adTo ToLodaLY ; 


(hom.) 
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NINE LINES. 


(gt) Mark xii. 32-3. Here X seems to have had 

€l7TQAS OTL ELS 
€OTL KQL OUK 
ect adXos 
anv avtov 

5 Kal TO ayaTav 
avtov €€ ons 
TNS KApoLas 
kau e€ oANS 
THS TVVETEWS 

10 Kat €€ oAysS 
TNS LOXVOS 
Kal TO ayamrav 
tov 7Anovov 
WS EQUTOV 

We find in & (corruptly) 
dixitsti quia nnus est dom et no 
est praescriptum tamquam te 
Here the writer seems to have passed from kai 76 dyamday in 
1. 5 to the same words in 1. 12. 


TWELVE LINES. 


(125) Mark xi. 4-6 kat ebpov rXov dedenevov mpods tiv Ovpav ew 
et Tod dupoddor, kal AVovo aiTov. Kal TES TOV Exel EFTNKOTWV 
éXeyov avrots, Ti woveire Avovtes TOV TOXoO?V ; 

I have reserved some special cases, viz. : 

Mark x. 46 xat epyovrat eis ‘Tepryess kal exropevopévov aitod amd 
‘Tepixo, kat rdv pabytav airot, kat 6xAov txavod, 6 vids Tywatov 
Bapripaios, tupr0s Tpocairys, €xaOyto wapa THY ddov. 

For this & has 

et ueniunt 
ierocho cum turba, magna cae 
cus mendicus sedebat ad uiam 
Here we have two omissions, viz. that of Kat éxzopevomévov.. . 
pabyrav avrot (48, or 49, if ‘Tepeyd is written) and that of 6 v5 
..  Bapripatos (20), mentioned above. 

Mark xii. 4 kal radw dearer pos aitovs dAXov SotAov: KaKetvov 

éexehariwcay, kal nriwacav. Kal GAXov dréoree: KaKetvov 


dméxtewav' Kai roAXods GAXOUS, Tods pev S€povtes, Tods dé 
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Gmoxteivovres. ere éva elxev, vv dyamrntov: dméoreAev adtov 
, 
€OXATOV, 
For this & gives 
misit ad illos alium ser 
uum et illum decollauerunt et 
alium misit et occiderunt et ali 
um et alius multos nouissimum 
misit filium 

Here, as previously noticed, kat #riyacav (11) is omitted. Also, 
there is no equivalent for robs piv d€povres... &va elyev (45). 
I suspect, however, that vv dyamyrév (10) was also omitted, and 
airév changed to ji/iwm in consequence. If so, the omission 
consists of 55 letters. The interesting point is that the text was 
modified in consequence of the omission. 

Matt. xiii. 14-15 Kal dvarAnpodrat airois 4 mpopyreta “Hoatov 4 
Aéyovoa, “Axof axovoere, kal ov py cuvyTe Kal BXrerovres 
BréWere Kai od pH inte éxaxivOy yap 7 Kapdia tod aod 
TovTov, Kal Tois aot Bapéws HKovoay, Kat Tors dpOarpors 
aitov exdppvoav: pote lower Tots dpOadpois, Kal Tots daly 
dKxovowot, Kal TH Kapdia cvvdct, Kal erioTpepuct, Kal idcopa. 
aitovs. tudv € pakaptot. 

For this & gives (corruptly) 

et tunc implebitur super 
eos profetatio eseiae dicens 
incrassa corpori huius et au 
ricula peius obtura et oculis 
eorum grauia ne forte conuer 
tantur. uestri autem felices 

Here there is no equivalent for dxop dxovoere . . . od pr) lOnTe 
(56), and twat tots. . . cvvdor Kai (57). This seems to show that 
& has on two occasions dropped five lines of A. The intervening 
passage, éraxvvOy .. . pyrore contains go letters, i.e. 9 lines of XK. 
We have parallels for 56 in Mark xii. 4 (55) and for 90 in Mark 
xii. 32-3. There is a further omission in & of kai idcopou avtovs 
(16), which does not admit of a similar explanation. 

The reader may now inquire what other omissions of & there 
are which I have not considered. There is one omission of 23 
letters, viz. Mark viii. 33 kai i8dv rods pabytas abrod, and one of 
24, Matt. x. 24 od8¢ SotAos imép tov Kv airot. These may represent 
two lines of K. Some doubt attaches to Mark viii. 26 pyde eis tiv 
kdpnv eicédOys (23), since there are important variants. There is 
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also one omission of 19 letters, Mark xvi. 18 Kal oidevt oidev 
elrov, which, doubtless, represents two lines of the original. 

There is also one omission of 35 letters, viz.: 

Mark x. 36 6 88 etrev airots, Té Gédere rovjoat pe bpty (hom.) 

The previous sentence ends with roujoys jpiv, and the repe- 
tition is quite enough to account for the omission. I might, 
however, claim it as another example of three lines omitted. 

The only other omissions which I have noted are: 

(14) Mark x. 39 r) eyo Barrilopa. 

(15) Mark xi. 17 maou Tots €Oveow. 

Xil. 22 otk adjKav o7éppa. 
Xlil, 22 Wevddxpioror Kai. 

(17) Mark xil. 42 pa) Katadirov o7éppa. 

Two other cases which occur in Sanday’s list (Mark xv. 34, 42) 
will be mentioned presently. 

In view of the agreements which exist between the Old Latin 
versions and the Old Syriac, and suggestions which have been 
made in consequence, it is necessary to point out some singular 
evidence furnished by omissions in & and $8. 

Some have other support besides $8 Hk, viz. : 

(10) Matt. iv. 17 peravoetre om. Clem. Orig. Eus. 

(21) Mark x. 2 tpoceAOovres Papuratiar om. D Lr, 

(23) Matt. xi. 5 Kat wrwxol ebayyedifovrar om. Diat. Clem. 

Ambst. 

(60) Matt. ix. 34 of 8... daudvia om. DL Diat., alii. 

(70) Mark ix, 35 xat A€yer. . . Sudxovos om. D. 

The presence of 10 as the common unit seems clear. 

The following seem peculiar to $8 Uk; 

(9) Matt. xii. 2 év caBBarw, Mark ix. 8 we éavtdv, 27 Kal 

dvéoTn, X. 25 eloeGety, XIV. 51 el yupvod. 

(11) Matt. ix. 27 Kat Néyovres, Mark xi. 15 Karéorpe ev, xii. 4 

kal Tipacav. 

(12) Matt. v. 33 rots dpxatos, xiii. 1 dard THs olkéas. 

(13) Mark xiv. 3 riv dAdBaorpor, xv. 26 eT lyeypappLevn. 

(14) Mark xii. 2 rapa tOv yewpydv. 

(22) Matt. i. 25 odk éywadoxev adriy ws ob. 

(24) Matt. x. 24 088 SotAos itp Tov KV adrod. 

(31) Matt. viii. 5 eich Oovros 82 adrod eis Karrepvaovp. 

(83) Matt. v. 47 wat éay dowdonobe . . . rovodow ; 

This long omission is of considerable interest, if compared with 
that of 167, peculiar to 8, in Matt. vi. 5 cal grav... po Oov 
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avrav. We may also compare the omission by & of 125 letters, in 
Mark xi. 4—6 (kai efpov . . . tov mOdov) with that of 128 letters 
omitted by Ss, in Matt. v. 30 (kalet#... yéevvav arréX Oy). 
There are also passages where there seems to be some relation 
between Ss and 4, though the omissions are different, e. es 
Matt. xill. 12 doOjcera aitd, Kat mepircevOnoerat| Kal repio- 
cevOjoerat (18) om. S8 : SoOHarerat (9) om. &. 
xill, 15 Kal émotpefwow kal tdcopar adrods ( 31) om. S&S: 
Kal idcopat adrovs (16) om. &. 
Mark xi. 28 7 ris cou thy eLovelav ravryv wxev iva Tadra Tous; 
(43) om. &: iva ratra wroujs (13) om. S*. 
Mark xv. 34 6 éori peOeppnverdpevo, 6 Os pov, 6 Os pov, eis Th pre 
éyxatéAXures ; (51) om. SS. 
Here & has 
di me 
us di meus, ad quid me maledixisti 
omitting 6 éori peOepynvevopevov (21). 
This is interesting since 38 generally omits these explanations. 
In the same chapter, however, & has (v. 22) 
ferunt illam in 
culgotham locum qui est inter 
praetatus galuariae locus 
I have previously mentioned (p. 38) the curious passage : 
Mark xv. 42 kai 75 dias yevopevys, érel Hv Tapackevyn, 6 eoTW 
apoodBBarov, which $s translates xai o¢BBatov om. med. (41). 
Here & has 
serum autem cum factum esset 
cene pure sabbati 
Cena pura = wapackevy. Sanday says that & has omitted 
3 éorw mpoacdBBarov. I am not sure that the scribe was not render- 
ing érel hv wapackev) caBBarov (for -ov) omitting 6 éorw zpo- (9). 
If so, the agreement with the truncated reading of %* becomes 


very remarkable. 
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CHAPTER VIII 


D (Cop. BrEzare) 


D is the great enigma of New Testament criticism. It is a 
Graeco-Latin MS. written in the sixth (or fifth) century. The 
prevalent opinion is that it was written in the Rhone Valley, but 
Dr. Loew has recently impugned this view. He points out cases 
where the scribe began to write Greek instead of Latin, and draws 
the inference that Greek was his mother-tongue. He also shows 
that the symbols used for omissions and transpositions are Greek, 
and that all the early annotations are in Greek. The provenance 
of the MS. must, therefore, be regarded as doubtful. 

D, unlike the other MSS. with which I have dealt, is written in 
irregular orixor or sense-lines, Blass says that in this method of 
writing the line is broken off at every, even the smallest, section in 
the train of ideas, which requires a pause in reading. The subject 
of ancient stichometry bristles with difficulties which I do not 
intend to discuss here. ‘This particular method of using sense- 
lines is employed in the poetical parts of the Old Testament. 
I would only point out here that it is especially adapted for a 
bilingual MS., in which a word for word translation is desired. 

The orixou in D vary in character. The order of the Gospels 
is Matthew, John, Luke, Mark. In Matthew the sense divisions 
are generally maintained, though there are occasional irregularities, 
e.g. x1x. FE: 

kat eyeveto ote eLadnoev 0 HE 
tous Aoyous TOUTOUS MLETNPEV aro TNS 
yadeXavas 

In John and Luke the stichometric arrangement, as Scrivener 
points out, appears to be breaking up. We find for instance such 
lines as: 

Luke vii. 38 xAavovora rors Sakpuor eBpete Tous 

modas avrov Kat Tats Opie tys 
Kepadns 

Not only are prepositions separated from their cases but some- 

times words are divided, e.g. : 


1 So Prof. Burkitt and Dr. Loew. 
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Luke i, 1 eeidynrep Todor ETEXEIPNTAV ava 
tatac Oar 
Luke xxiii, 18 avroy aroAvow avexpagav de 7rav 
mn Oer Neyovres ape TovTOV apa TovTOV 
Sometimes the Latin reproduces the irregularity, e.g. Luke v. 19: 


aveBnoav ext To Sopa Kal aro ascenderunt super tectum et de 
TEYATaYTES TOUS KEpapovs orov yv tegentes imbrices ubi erat 


Scrivener goes so far as to say that in Luke the dissolution of 
the sense divisions ‘ becomes the rule rather than the exception ’, 
and draws the conclusion, which seems inevitable, that several 
stages must have intervened between D and its first ancestor 
arranged in orixo. This is a fact of some importance, since a 
considerable amount of time must be postulated to account for 
the process of disintegration. He notices that ‘as the work pro- 
ceeds from the middle of St. Luke onwards the arrangement of the 
arixo. becomes less broken and careless’. This statement is not 
strong enough. In St. Mark and still more so in the Acts the 
irregularities are few, and the appearance of the oro is far more 
primitive. 

D contains a good deal of evidence concerning its immediate 
ancestor or ancestors. There are several cases in which omitted 
words are added by the first hand both in the Greek and the Latin, 
e.g. Matt. xv. 23, the words 


py more exhvOwow ev ty od ne dissolbantur in itinere 


are added above the line. 

Other examples are to be found in vy. 37 of the same chapter 
and in Luke xix. 30, Mark viii. 35. 

The Latin and Greek correspond with great exactitude, thus in 
Mark xiy. 16 both have a dittography, viz.: 


kat e€ndOov or pabytar avrov et abierunt discipuli eius 
kar e&nOov ov pabyra avTov et uenerunt discipuli eius 


Not infrequently the Latin (¢) omits one or more lines of the 
Greek and resorts to a device for correction, e.g. : 


Luke vi. 37-8: 


pn Kpewere wa pn Kpiyte (a) nolite iudicare ut non iudice- 


pn karadixalere wa pn Karaot- mini 
(8) date et dabitur uobis 


Kao Onre 
mensuram uonam conquassatam 


amoAvere Kat arroAvOnoer Gat 
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didore kar Sobnoerat vuw impletam supereffundentem 
peetpov kaAdov wecadevpevov dabunt in sinus uestros ae 
TET LED [LEVOV UT EPEKKUVVO[LEVOV in qua enim mensura metieritis 
dwoovew es TOY KOABWY UBLWY (8) nolite condemnare ut non 
W YAP PETPW METPELTE AVTL condemnemini hee 
perpnOnoerar vpew (y) dimitte et dimittemini re- 


mitietur uobis 
Other examples are : 
Luke viii. 44, 47, x1. 26, 27, xix. 47, 48. 
We may compare Matt. xvii. 25: 
KQl ered Oovte €lLS THV OLKLAV 
mpoepOacev avtov o ins Aeywv 
et ingresso in domum praeuenit eum ihs dicens 


Here two lines are compressed into one in @. This is rectified 
in v. 27, where two lines are rendered by three. 

Occasionally d preserves something lost in the Greek. The 
most striking case is 


Luke xvi. 7: 
ereita Tw eTepw eimev exatov deinde alio dixit tu autem quan- 
KOpoUus tum 
cevrov o Oe Neyer avtw de€e cova debes ad ille dixit centum men- 
suras 


ypappara Kar ypayov oySonkovra tritici ad ille dixit illi accipe tuas 
litteras et scribe octoginta 


Here the immediate ancestor must have had 
€TELTA TW ETEPW ELTTEV OV de TOO OV 
operas o de eurev exatov Kopous 
The writer of DY passed from the first to the second e¢trev, 
omitting two half-lines. 
We may compare Mark x. 19: 


PN MoLxevons py Topvevons wy ne adulteres ne occidas ne 
keys fureris 


Here px fovevoys has been replaced in the Greek by a variant for 
#7) porxedoys, but is preserved in the Latin. 

There are indications which show that in the Gospels D is 
derived from an ultimate ancestor with an average of 10-12 letters 
in the line, 

The most significant case is : 


ae , lal “a 
Luke xvii. 36 dv0 écovra év 73 dypd* 5 es tapadynpOnoerat. 


Cy 
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D has dvo eypw as tapakynpOycera. This points to an original 
reading : 
dvo € 
OOVTQL EV TW A (1 1) 
YpP® €lS 

A line was omitted and dvo eypw was written. 

A similar inference may be drawn from John xx. 13. Here D 
after ri xAalers ; adds riva Cnrets ; (10). The addition comes from 
V. 15 ti kAaies ; tiva Cyrets ; 

The intervening words, déyer airois . . . ri Kdales; Consist of 
145 letters, i.e. 14 lines of the original. The same repetition is 
found in 38, 

The omissions of D must be treated with caution when they 
occur at the end of a orixos, since here a line may have been lost 
both in the Greek and the Latin, though the double omission is 
not very likely. I quote first some omissions which occur in the 
middle of a oriyos: 

(10) Mark vii. 24 kat Suddvos (Zom.). 

(11) Luke x. 42 pepisvas Kai. 

<x 
(21) Mark x. 2 mpocedOovres Papicator. 
(23) Luke xii. 26 ody ot8é €Adyucrov dvvacbe. 


XS lal 
24 Katpot Over. 


= 


XXIV. 51 Kal dvedépero eis TOV Ovvor. 
(26) Luke xix. 25 kal etre atta, Ke, Exet déxa. pas (if ’ pas = 23). 
(30) Luke ix. 23 kai dpdtw tov rpov airod Kal’ jpépav (hom.). 
(33) Luke xii. 19 Keiyeva els ery wodAd: dvaravov, paye, wie. 
(39) Matt. x. 19 do6jcerar yap iptv ev exeivy TH Opa ti AaAHoETE 
(hom.). 
A number of passages omitted at the end of a or/yos may be 
explained in the same way, e. g.: 
(10) Matt. v. 11 Wevdopevor. 
(11) John viii. 34 77s dpaprias. 
(20) Matt. xi. 5 Kal xwdol repurarotow. 
Luke xxiv. 6 ovx gorw dde, GAN yyepOn. 
(21) Matt. xii. 20 xéddapov ovvTerpiypévov. 
(22) Mark ii. 26 ét ABudibap rod apxtepéws. 
(31) Matt. xix, 9 xal 6 drodchupéevyy yapyjoas porxarar. 
(42) Matt. x. 37 Kal 6 pudav vy 7) Ovyarépa tmp ee ov Eore pov 
agvos (hom.). 
(51) Mark ii. 27 76 cd BBarov dd rdv Gvov eyévero Kai odx 6 AVS 


da 76 oa BBarov. 
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(54) John xii. 8 robs wrwyods yap mdvtote exeTe pel’ Eavtadr, Eve 
dé ov mavTore €xeTE. 

(55) Matt. x. 41 Kat 6 deydpevos dixatov eis dvopa dixaiov puc ov 
duxatov Anwerat (hom.). 

(60) Matt. ix. 34 of 8& Bapuoaion edeyor, "Ev 7G dpxovte rOv dat- 
poviwv éxBadrAe Ta datpovia. 

(70) Mark ix. 35 Kat Neyer adrois, Hi tis OéAer rpAros elvai, Cora 
TavTwv €xXaTos, Kal TavTwv duaKOVOS. 

One of the most interesting passages is: 

Luke xii. 39 «i moet ... ola wpa o KA€TTYS EpXETAl, eypnyopnoe 
dv, kal obk adjxe Siopuyjvac tov otkov aitod. Kal ipeis yiverGe 
ETOLLOL. 

Here D gives sine sensu 


Towa wpa o KNemTys epxera ovk av qua hora fur uenit utique non 
Kat vpets de ever Oau eroupor et uos ergo estote parati 


omitting éypyydpycev . . . olkov atrod (47). 

This passage does not fit in easily with those just given, being 
rather long for four and short for five lines of the archetype. It 
is, however, to be taken in connexion with another omission of 
47 letters, viz. : 

Luke xxiv. 40 kal rotto elroy eSeéev aitois Tas xelpas Kal Tors 

Todas. 

In the present passage it is to be noticed that the words 
eypnyopyoev ay xai (16) are also omitted by N, S, %*, &8, Arm., 
Marcion.' This suggests the following arrangement in a pre- 
decessor : 

eypyyopnoe av kau (16) 
ovk adyxe Siopvyn (15) 
Vat Tov oLKov avTov (16) 

This is one of many indications which show traces of an 
intermediate ancestor written in slightly longer lines. 

There are some interesting transpositions in D, e. g.: 

Matt. v. 4-5 praxdpioe of mpaciss Stu adtot KAnpovoyyncover THY 
yiv (44) ante paxdpior of revOodvres’ dre adtot mapa- 
kryOyoovra (43) hab. DLS. 

Here either order is equally good. The words seem to repre- 

sent four lines of rr letters. 

Mark ii. 26 xat tods dprous ris rpobécews epayev, ods ovk e£erte 


1 It is clear that this omission existed in the ancestor of D; for ov« dv is the 


beginning of ov dv dpixe Siopvyjvar, and implies the absence of eypn-yopnaev 
av Kai. 
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gaye ei pH Tots tepetor, Kal edwxe kai (om. D) rots civ 
oA sy! 
avT®@ OUCL,. 

Here D puts xai xe rots atv aird odor (23) before ods... 
iepedox (33), a collocation which is clearly wrong. Apparently two 
and three lines of r1 letters have changed places. 

Matt. xvii. 12-13 ottw Kal 6 vs Tod avoU pélha Tdoxew bm adrav. 

Tore GvvnKay of paPytat, Sti Tepi lwdvvov tod Barticrod elev 
QuToLs. 

D puts rére ovvqxay ... ettev aitois (57) before otrw Kal... 
aitav (37), destroying the sense. Here a line of 11-12 letters 
seems to be the unit. 

There is an interesting transposition in Mark x. 25, but, as 
there are several variants, I will not use the passage here. As 
given by D a verse of 74 letters comes before one of 154. 

It will be apparent from these examples that D omits just as 
freely as any other MS. 

Before I quit D, I think it worth while to put together some 
remarks of Hort on the subject of this MS. He says (p. 148), 
that ‘though the MS. was written in cent. vi, the text gives no 
clear signs of having undergone recent degeneracy : it is, to the 
best of our belief, substantially a Western text of cent. ii, with 
occasional readings probably due to cent. iv’. He also allows 
that ‘in spite of the prodigious amount of error which D contains 
... yet its text presents a truer image of the form in which the 
Gospels and Acts were most widely read in the third and probably 
a great part of the second century than any other extant Greek 
MS.’ (p. 149). 

This sounds generous praise, but the result is small. Hort is 
willing to allow (p. 113) that the text of all the earliest Fathers 
not connected with Alexandria is substantially Western, and that 
‘even in Clement of Alexandria and in Origen, especially in some 
of his writings, Western quotations hold a prominent place’. In 
practice, however, he is remorseless, holding that ‘ whatever may 
be the merits of individual Western readings, the Western texts 
generally are due to a corruption of the Apostolic texts’ (p. 127). 

This is an intelligible position, and I should not pause to 
mention it here but for a singular exception which he makes in 
favour of the Z family. This is that, though their evidence on 
behalf of an addition is dismissed as a ‘Western’ interpolation, 
their testimony is treated with great respect when they omit 
a passage (p.175). For such cases he coins the curious phrase 
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‘Western non-interpolations’ and on such occasions deserts his 
favourite MSS. with great levity I will give one instance only: 

Matt. xxvil. 49 dAAos 88 AaBov Adyyxnv evvsev airod tHv TrEvpay, 

kat é&nAOev Bowp Kat ata (60). 

So BN, om. D, with 4 $ and other authorities. Hort considers 
the words to be a very early interpolation. It is not my duty to 
defend #& on this charge, but I would merely point out that the 
passage may well represent six lines of the archetype. We may 
refer to Matt. ix. 34 for an omission of 60 letters by D. 

At the end of St. Luke Hort uses his theory of local Western 
non-interpolations as a double-axe with which to lop the text. 

I cannot refrain from here quoting Dr. Salmon, who says 
(p. 25), ‘ Nay, it would seem as if in the judgement of the new 
editors, azy evidence was good enough to justify an omission. 
There is no authority which, when it stands alone, finds less 
favour in the eyes of these editors than that of D and of Western 
MSS. generally. Indeed, with them to describe a reading as 
Western is a note of contumely. Yet when D omits what is 
attested by a consensus of other authorities, including those which 
W-H. count the highest, they are persuaded that this time D isin 
the right, and pronounce the reading to be a case of Western 
non-interpolation.’ 


1 Omissions in J occur throughout the Gospels. Hort restricts his ‘ Western 
non-interpolations’ to a particular locality, viz., the end of St. Luke. This is 
quite arbitrary. 
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AFTER this survey of the chief documents, I proceed to put 
together some results. 

It is clear, in the first place, that all the MSS. are descended 
from ancestors written in narrow columns. Indeed, they all 
appear to exhibit the working of what I venture to call a ‘decimal 
system’. I do not suggest that all the omissions in any of the 
important MSS. are due to the negligence of a single scribe. 
It is more probable that they represent the sum-total of omis- 
sions made by a series of ancestors written in columns of similar 
breadth. 

Secondly, we have found everywhere the same readiness to 
omit. This is most evident in 8 and $*%. The writer of 8 was 
a helpless victim to éuourns, while $$ omits continually, with 
freedom for which I know few parallels. Salmon has already 
remarked about $8. ‘I do not know whether Hort’s rule of always 
preferring omissions would have led him to prefer to the Greek 
text of the Gospels Mrs. Lewis’s Syriac, which is shorter than 
any other known text.’ 4 has been said by various critics to give 
an ‘abbreviated text’ of the Gospels. I am inclined to think, 
however, that the omissions, if such they are, were made by the 
writer not of B, but of its model. We find the same licence of 
omission in I would draw special attention to Matt. xiii. 14-15 
where there appear to be two separate omissions of five lines in 
the Greek original. Lastly, I claim no exemption for D, which 
omits just as freely as any other MS. In view of these facts the 
maxim Jbrevior lectio potior seems to be a very dangerous guide. 

Thirdly, the omissions appear to hang together. They ex- 
hibit a well-marked gradation, rising from multiple to multiple 
of the unit. This is most evident in the case of the MS. which 
omits most freely, viz. $8. Here the largest omissions are the 
most significant. Thus, we have one of 262 (Luke xxiii. 10-13), 
one of 132 (John xiv. 10-11), and one of 128 (Matt. v. 30), also 
one of 65 (Luke xii. 9): so again one of 167 (Matt. vi. 5), and 
one of 83 (Matt. v. 47). I cannot insist too strongly upon these 
figures. To say that they are due to accident would be to strain 
the limits of coincidence. I, therefore, look upon them as the 
justification of my method. 
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I must further call attention to the tendency of various MSS. to 
modify the construction after an omission, e.g. Matt. xiv. 26 ; 
Mark xiv. 58; John xx. 4 (8&8); John ix. 36 (#4) ; Mark xii. 4 (4). 
This fact will be found to be of importance when we come to 
the Acts. 

I should like to supplement this examination of the principal 
MSS. by a list of omissions made by the early Fathers, but the 
materials are not collected and it is impossible for me to attempt 
the task. 

The following cases may be found interesting : 

(10) Luke viil. 51 Kai Iwdvvqv om. Irenaeus. 

(11) Matt. v. 18 dé rod vopou om. Irenaeus. 

(12) Matt. xvi. 13 Tov vv Tod avov om. Origen. 

(13) Luke vi. 22 Kal évedicwor om. Clement. 

(39) Matt. xili. 50 éxet eora 6 kAavOpos Kat 6 Bpvypos TOV OOOVTwV 

om, Origen. 

(80) Matt. xx. 31 6 de oxXos érerinoey abtois Wa cwryTwrU" 
ot de peilov expafov déyovres, Ke, eEA€noOV Has, US Aad 
om. Origen (Aom.). 

The correspondence between 39 and 8o in the two longer 

omissions of Origen should be noted. 

I have noticed significant omissions in patristic quotations 
elsewhere, but pass them over, as I am not now dealing with 
other parts of the New Testament. I must, however, make one 
exception, viz. : 

Hebrews vi. 5 duvdpeis te weAXovtos. For this Tertullian reads 

dvvovTos. 

Souter remarks ‘ gut codicem epistulae Tertullianeum exaravit 
versum totum angustum, qualis in chartaceis voluminibus esse 
solebat, praetermiserat’, 

This means that the model had 

dv 
vapels Te ped (11) 
AovTos 
The scribe, after writing v, omitted a line. 
I now come to the most delicate and critical point in this 


1 It is tempting to arrange thus: 
duv 
apes TE LEAX 
ovTos 
but this is not the usual ‘method of division. 
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inquiry, viz. the consideration of the chief variants in the way of 
omission or insertion which distinguish the three families X Y Z. 

I might at once proceed to the longest passages and produce 
some interesting figures. I do not, however, think that short cuts 
are desirable in demonstrations. I might again select passages 
which favour the conclusion at which I have arrived and marshal 
the evidence most germane to the discussion. I feel, however, 
that the reader has a right to have all the evidence before him 
even if the result is, at first sight, chaos. I, therefore, propose 
to give a list of the chief passages omitted by X or V or Z, or 
by two of them as against the third. 

I must point out very carefully that these readings are a farrago 
taken from all sources, that some of them may be due to inter- 
polation, that coincidences undoubtedly do occur, also that many 
omissions may be due to mere chance. On the other hand, when 
we get to the large numbers, the hypothesis of coincidence 
becomes less and less likely in the case of startling agreements. 
I must further premise that most of the readings, the genuineness 
of which is disputed, come from Z. The usual theory is that 
these are a congeries of interpolations taken from diverse sources. 
If they appear to fit together, and to support each other, this 
theory must receive a deadly blow. 

In order to encourage the reader to persevere through the 
wilderness of variants, I will put into his hands one or two clues. 

Luke xxi. 24-5 dypi tAnpwOdor Kapoi eOvav. Kal EcovTar onpeia. 
Here B inverts xaipoi é6vév and kai écovtar: D omits xaipol €6vwv 
and $8 omits kai ésovrat. The archetype must have had 

KaLpol Oywv (1 1) 
kat exovTat (10) 
The variants are due to kau after ckar—. 

Finger-posts are furnished by such numbers as 20-2, 30-3, 
40-4 &c., which suggest the omission of 2, 3, and 4 lines. 
I would draw special attention to 

Luke xxiii. 34 6 8€ iS €Aeye, Tp, apes adrois’ od yap oidacr ri 

mowovgt (42). 

ib. 38 ypdppacw ‘EAquixois kal ‘Pwparois kat “EBpacxois (43). 

The words of forgiveness from the Cross, one of the most 
moving passages in all literature, are bracketed by Hort, while he 
does not consider v. 38 worthy of mention in his note. I look on 
both passages as representing four lines of the archetype. 
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In connexion with these two verses I would also mention 
Luke xxiii. 17 dvdyxny 8¢ elyev drove adrots Kara éoptiv éva (41). 
It will be seen that some MSS. omit these words, while others 
transpose them after dvéxpagav 5€ raprdnbei AEéyovres, Alpe Tovtov, 
drddvoov 88 jpiv Tov BapaBBav' doris Hv dud ordow Twa yevomevnv 
év TH rode Kat pdvov BAyfeis ev TH pvdaKxy (126). 

The relation between 41 and 126 must be observed. 

There are various similar correspondences between the smaller 
figures, e€. g.: 

Matt. v. 44. Here Yand others omit eddoyetre rots katapwpévous 

Spiv, kas roveire Trois pucodoww tas (57): also, in the same 
verse, érnpeatovtwy tpas Kai (19). 

Here 57 is a multiple of 19. 

I would finally point out that, as the numbers grow larger, the 
‘decimal system’ becomes more clearly visible. Thus we have: 

(60) Matt. ix. 34, xxvii. 49. 
(70) Mark ix. 35. 
(80) Luke ix. 55. 
(102) Luke xxiv. 12. Cf. John vi. 56 (105). 
(130) Matt. xxiii. 14, Luke vi. 4. 
(139) Luke xxii. 43-4. 
(152) Luke xxii. 19-20. 

I leave the largest numbers to speak for themselves. 

I append a table of the chief passages in the Gospels, the 
authenticity of which is disputed. Where they are treated by 
W-H., I add the particular label which has been affixed to them : 
viz. ‘ Western’ if found in Z only, ‘ Western and Syrian’ if in Z and 
X, ‘Syrian’ if omitted by Z as well as by Y, except for a few 
passages styled ‘pre-Syrian or Alexandrian’. Nearly all of the 
passages in question are omitted by Y, while some which are 
found in Y, or in X Y, but omitted by Z, are styled Western non- 
interpolations. 

The list does not include those peculiar to sub-groups, many of 
which have already been discussed. 

(9) Mark vii. 4 xat kAwév ‘ Western and Syrian’. 
(10) Matt. xxvii. 24 rod dixalov om. BD Lb $s Orig. 
Mark vil. 24 xal Suwddvos om. DLSS, 
ix, 29 kal vyoreca ‘Western and Syrian’. 
Xli. 40 Kal dphavav ‘ Western’. 
xiii, 8 xal tapaxaé ‘Pre-Syrian (? Alexandrian) and 
Syrian ’, 


Luke vi. 
(11) Matt. vi. 
Mark vii. 


1X, 


Luke xxi. 


John iii. 

v. 

(12) Matt. xv. 
XXV. 

Mark i. 

Luke vi. 

XXIV. 

(13) Matt. xv. 
Mark xi. 

xii, 


Luke ii 


XXIi. 
John iii. 
(14) Matt. xxiii. 


Luke xvii. 
XXIV. 


(15) Mark iii. 
(16) Luke xii. 39 


John iu. 

(17) Matt. xv. 
XXVil. 

Mark iv. 

Luke xi. 


(18) 


Luke ix. 
Matt. v. 
Luke xxiv. 


(19) 


Matt. vi. 
Mark ix. 
XIV. 
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os kal 9) dAAn D, ws i dAAn A, alii, om. Y. 

H Kal Ti winte Om. NL SCE, 

orav €\Owow Z, om. X Y. 

pera Saxptdwy ‘Western and Syrian’, 

kat xemaves ‘Western (not D), probably 
from extraneous source’. 

6 dv év 7G Ovvw ‘ Western and Syrian’. 

mapadutikov ‘Western’. 

} TV ppa adtod X, om. Y Z. 

kal THs vippys ‘ Western’. 

eurpoabev cov X, om. YZ (hom.). 

devteporpoétw ‘Western and Syrian’. 

kal ovtws ede. ‘ Syrian’. 

KvdXovs tyrets Om. RLS E. 

kal e€otpovvvov om. Y € Orig. 

orayv avactaaw X, om. YZ. 


. 48 Kai Avrovpevor Z, om. X Y. 


4 
15 
4 


24 
9 


32 


31 
8 
a2 
9 
2 


kat otpatyyots om. Z. 


pn aroArntar GAN om. Y 3°, alit. 
kat dvaBdoraxta, om. RUSE Tren,lat 
Orig. lat, 


ev TH Npepa aitod om. B DLE. 

dd ToD pvnpetov om. Z ‘a Western non-in- 
terpolation’. 

Kat ai ddeApai cov ‘ Western and Syrian’, 

eypnyopnoe av xai om. RDSL Arm, 
Marcion. 

erdvw mavrwv éorw om. &Z Arm., alit, 

7 ordpatt aitov Kal X, om. Y Z. 

eis drdvtnow aitod ‘ Western’, 

Kat 6 cuviov cvverw ‘ Western’. 

hpav 5 ev trois ovvois X Z, om. Y Orig. Tert. 
Cyr. 

Ta Taparrdépara abrav om. & DLE. 

ds odk dxoAovbel yyiv ‘Western’. 

tov abrov Adyov «irav om. D hh. 

kat ddéxrop epavynce om. YR* E, 

&s kal HAlas érotnrey om. YSE Arm. 

ernpealovruw tpas kat om. YR €. 

mpooxwycavres aitév om. Z ‘Western non- 
interpolation ’. 
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John xiii. 31 ef 5 Os e0éde6y év abrG ‘ Pre-Syrian (? Alex- 
andrian) and Syrian’. 
(20) Mark vi. 33 xal ovvAOov mpos airov ‘ Western’. 
Luke xx. 34 yervOow kal yervdvrae ‘ Western’. 
xxiv. 6 od« éorw Gde, GAN pyépOn om. Z ‘a Western 
non-interpolation ’. 
(21) Mark viii. 26 pide eirys tui ev TH Kopy ‘Western ¢ 
X. 2 mpooeAOovres Papicaton om. Z. 
Luke v. 39 kat duddrepo typodvtar om. Y. 
xi. 54 iva xaryyopyowow aitod ‘ Western’. 
xxiv. 42 kal dad pedwcotov xypiov ‘ A singular inter- 
polation, evidently from an extraneous 
source, whether written or oral ’. 
(22) Mark ii. 26 emi ABidbap rod dpyrepews om. Z. 
Luke i. 28 edAoynuévy od ey yovativ ‘Western and 
Syrian ’. 
(23) Luke xxiv. 53 xai dvepépero cis tov Ovvoy ‘Western non-in- 
terpolation ’. 
(24) Mark iii. 14 ods Kal droorddovs dvopacey Y, om. X Z. 
Luke xxiv. 36 kal Neyer adrois, <ipnvyn tuty om. Z ‘a Western 
non-interpolation ’. 
(25) Mark x. 24 tots memoBdras ext (+r70ts D) xpipacw 
‘Western and Syrian’, 
(26) Mark vil. 16 €f tus exer Gta dxovew, adxoverw om. Y. 
ix. 49 Kal taca Ovoia drt ddicOjoetar ‘ Western’. 
Luke xi. 4 GdAXAG pdoa Huds ard Tod rovnpod om. YSIE 
Arm. Orig. Cyr. Tert. Aug. 
XIX. 25 Kal elroy atta, Ke, exer déxa pas om. Z. (If v 
=2 sc) 
(27) Luke xy. 21 motnodv pe ds Eva tov pucbiwv cov FD, 
om. cett. 
(28) Luke xi. 11 dprov, pw» AlOov erddca ait; 7) Kal om. 
BL SES Arm. Orig. 
(29) Mark ii. 22 dAAa otvoy véov cis doKxods Kawovs om. Di. 
Luke xi. 43 kal mpwrokdoias év tois de(rvais CDi, 
om cett. 
(30) Luke ix. 23 kal dpdrw tov oFpov adtod Kal? npepav om. DLL. 
XXIV. 43 kal AaBov ra éridoura ewxev adtois ‘ Pre- 
Syrian (? late Western)’. 
John xvii, 11 6 dé8oxds por, va dow &, Kabds Hels om. 


& 38 Chrys., adit. 
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(31) Matt. xix. 

Luke viii. 
(32) Matt. xviii. 
(33) Luke xii. 
(34) John iv. 
(s5)) Matt. xx. 

John xvii. 
(36) Luke xxiii. 


(37) Luke iv. 


tal 


(38) Mark x. 


Luke xii. 


(a9) Matty xx. 


Luke xi. 

(40) Matt. vii. 
XX. 

John xiv. 

(41) Luke xxiil. 
(42) Matt. x. 


Luke xxiii. 


Q kat 6 drodedupevyy yapnoas porxarar om. 
8 Dw 3 € Orig. Chrys. 

43 iatpots tpocavaddcaca 6dov tov Biov om. 
BD &s€ Arm. 

Il 7AGe yap 6 VS TOD GOD GaoaL TO droAWwAds 
‘Western and Syrian’. 

IQ keipeva eis ery ToAAa’ avaravov, paye, mle 
om. D4. 

9 od yap cvyxpOvrat “Tovdator Sapapetras om. 
ND 4. 

16 woAdAot ydp cior KAnroi, dAtyou Se exAeKTOoL 
‘Western and Syrian’. 


> , SX > aA / XN 9 A , > , 
IT OUKETL ElpAL EV TH KOT PM, KAL EV TH KOT LW ELL 


‘Western ’. 
37 mepitilevtes ait Kal axavOwov arépavov Z, 
om. cett. 
18 idcacOat Tovs cvvreTpyspevous THY Kapdiay X, 
om. YZ Orig. 
. 16 6 b& epod axotwy dxover Tod amrocreiAavTos pe 
Z, om. cett. 
7 Kal rpookodAnOyoeTar pos THY yuvaika avrod 
om. Y 38, 


21 ovtws 6 Onoarpilov éavta, Kal py eis Ov mAov- 
tov om. D4. 
22 kal 7 70 Barricpad eyo Bamrrigopar Barri- 
cbnva; X, om. YZ. 
2 yevnOytw ro OéAynpad cov ws ev OVV@ Kal emi THs 
yns om. BX Arm. Orig. Tert., adit. 
21 ovTos cicedevoerar eis THY Bacirelav TOV DIVOV 
‘Western ’, 
23 Kat To Barticpa 0 eyo Bamrilopo Barri- 
cOnocecbe ; X, om. VY Z. 
14 édv tT airnonté pe ev TO OvopaTi pov, TOTO 
mounow om. A’ > Es Arm. 
17 dvayknv b€ eyev drodvew adrois Kata éopriy 
éva om. A BLE, post v. 19 hab. DB. 
23 kav év TH érépa Sidkwow tpas, pevyere cis THY 
dAXAnv ‘ Western’. 
34 6 8e is Creve, 7p ddhes adrois’ od yap oidacr 
ri rowdor ‘From an extraneous source ’. 
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(43) 


(44) 


(46) 


(47) 


(49) 


(52) 
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Mark xiii. 2 kat Sut tpidv Ayepav GAdos dvagrHoeTaL avev 
xepaov ‘Western’. 

Luke xxiii. 38 ypdppacw “EAAqvxois Kal “Pwpaixots kat 
‘EBpaixois om. BCLS E. 

Matt. vii. 22 od 7O dvdpari cov epdyomev Kal TO dvopart 
cov ériopev S¢ Justin Orig., adiz, om. cett. ‘Perhaps from 
an extraneous source’. 

Mark xv. 28 xal érAnpdby 7 ypady ) A€yovoa, Kat pera 
dvépwv édoyicOn X & Arm., alit, om. Y DA Lk Ss €, 

John viii. 59 Kat SueAOdv 81d pécou adtdv eropevero, kal TapHyev 
ovTw xe om. V ZL. 

Luke xxiv. 40 xal Todro eitov edeéev aitois Tas XElpas Kat 
tovs todas ‘ A Western non-interpolation ’. 

Mark ix. 44 and 46 érov 6 oxwdAn€é aitdv od TeAevTA Kat TO 
rip abtav (om. AD) ob cBévveta om. Y $8 LK Arm. 

Matt. xvii. 21 todro d€ 7d yévos ovK éxropeverar ei py ev 
mpooevyy Kat vnoteia ‘ Western and Syrian’. 


ohn xii. 8 trois wrwyovs yap mavrote éxere pel” EavTov, epe 
4 Xods yap XETE I p 


(56) 


(60) 


(64) 


(65) 


(68) 
(70) 


(78) 


d€ od mavrote exere om. D 38 Arm. 

Matt. vi. 14 67u cod eorw 4 Bacrela Kal 4 Svvapus Kal 7 d0€a 
eis ToUs aldvas. apnv ‘Syrian’. 

Luke xvii. 36 8vo0 évovra év TO aypG: 6 cis wapadnPOyoerar, 
Kat 6 €repos apeOnaerar Z, om. X Y (hom.). 

Luke xxiil. 53 kal Gevrds adrod éreOnxev TS pevypetw iGov dv 
boys eixoor exvdiov LD Le Es, om. cett. (If «’ for eikoor = 51.) 

Matt. ix. 34 of d€ Papirator EXeyov, Ev TO apxovte Tdv dat- 
povioy éxBadrre Ta dayrovia om. Z Diat. 

Matt. xxvil. 49 GAdAos 8 AaBdv Adyynv eveEey adtod tiv 
mAcupav, kat e&prOev vdwp kal aia ‘A very early interpola- 
tion absent in the first place from the Western text only’. 

Matt. xxi. 44 kal 6 recwv éml tov A(ov TodTov cvvOAacOnceraL* 
ep’ ov 8 av réon, AuKuHoer aditov om. Z Orig. 

Mark xi. 26 ei 38 ipels otk adiere, odd 5 TP tuadv (om. D) 
é ev trois (om. D) devas adyoe (+ ipiv D) ta raparrdépara 
bpav om. Y LK 38 © Arm. 

Matt. xii. 47 ede 3€ tis aird, [Sod pep cov Kal of ddeAdol 
cou é&w éotyxace Lytodvrés cor AaAjoar om. V LK & Es, 

Mark ix. 35 kal A€yer adrois, Hi tus OéAer zpOros elven, Zora 
TdvTwV €xxaTos, Kal ravtwv dudkovos om. D LX, 

Matt. 1. 8 rov ’Oxogiav, "Oxokias de eyevvyncev Tov “Iwas, “Iwas 
d€ eyévvycer Tov ’Apaciav, “Apacias d& éyévvycey S¢ Diat., 
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alt. So also D in Luke iii. 30, where it gives the pedigree 
according to Matthew. 

(80) Luke ix. 55 xai cirev, Oix oiSare olov ros ore ipeis’ 6 yap 
vs TOU aVOU oviK HAGE Woyxas Gvav dmod€ca, GAA Coca 
D4& S°, alit, om. Y 38 €. 

(94) Matt. xxvii. 35 ta aAnpwo6A 7d pybev ixd tod rpodijrov, 
Atepepicavto Ta ipdrid pov éavtots, Kat ért Tov imaritpdv jou 
€Barov kAjpov % Arm., alit, om. X YDS (hom.). The 
evidence here is weak, but, as the previous sentence ends 
with BadAovres kAjpov, Omission would be easy. 

Luke xi. 2 put) Barrodoyeire ds of Aourol. Soxodaw yap Twes Sr 
&v TH ToAvAOyia. adtdv cicaxoveOncovTat, dAAD TpoTEvydpevot 
D, om. cett. 

(102) Luke xxiv. 12 6 d& [érpos dvacras paper ért rd pvynpetov, 
kat tapaxvwas Bdére Ta dOdvia povar Kat drAOe mpds EavTov 
Gavpalwv 7d yeyovds ‘A Western non-interpolation’. 

(105) John vi. 56 xaOws év éuol 6 mp Kayo ev TO Tp. "Apa 
dpnv éyw tyiv éav py AGByTE TO THua Tod VW TOU AVVO ds 
Tov dptov THS Cwns, ovk éxere Cun ev ait (hom.) ‘Western’. 

(130) Matt. xxiii. 14 oval ipiv, ypapparets Kal Daprator, broKpi- 
tal, OT. KateaOiere TAS Oikias TOV XNpOV, Kal Tpopdce pakpa 
mpogevxopevor dua TOUTO AnWeobe wepiradrepov Kpipa (hom.) 
‘Western’ (not D). 

Luke vi. 4 17H airy jpépa Ocacdpevds twa épyalopévov TO 
caBBarw <irev aitG, ave, <i pev oldas Ti Tovets, waxdpos et el 
dé py) oidas, érixardpatos Kal rapaBdrns «i Tod vopov D, om. 
cett. ‘Possibly from the same source as John vii. 53- 
Vill. 11.’ 

(139) Luke xxii. 43-4 &66y 8 adtd adyyedos dx’ Ovvov éviryvwv 
airov. Kal yevopevos ev aywvia exrevértepov mpooyd ero: 
éyéveto dé 6 idpds airod Hoel OpoyBor aiwatos KataBaivov- 
res emi Ti ynv om. YS8Arm. The patristic evidence in 
favour of the passage includes that of Justin and Irenaeus. 
‘A fragment from traditions, local or oral.’ This is a very 
ambiguous remark. 

(152) Luke xxii. 19-20 710 trép tydv duddpevovr Todo roteire eis THY 
ui dvdpynow. Kal TO roTHpiov doattws pera 70 Seurvnoa 
Aéywv, Todo 76 rorypiov 7) Kawy SiabjKn ev TO aipari pov, TO 
trip Syav éxxvvopevov om. De. W-H. have ‘no moral 
doubt that the words in question were absent from the 
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original text of Luke, notwithstanding the purely Western 
ancestry of the documents which omit them.’ 

(156) Matt. xvi. 2-3 dylas -yevomevys Néyere, Eidiat wuppaler yap 
5 duv0s: Kal mpwl, Sypepov xepov: muppale yap orvyvalov 
6 DuVOS. 7d pay Tpdcwrov Tod TovOD ywaoxere SuaKpivew, Ta de 
onpeta Tov Kapav od divacbe om. YS E Arm. Orig. ‘ Western 
and Syrian’. 

(166) Luke v. 14 6 82 eehOav jpEaro Knpiooey Kal Suabynpilew Tov 
Adyovr Hare pyxére dSivacbar adrov pavepds cis TOAW eioeAO ety" 
dXXG CEw Fv ev epypous T6701" Kal TvvNpPXoVTO TpOS adTdv" kal 
nrAGev wadrw eis Kadapvaovp D, om. cett. 

(167) John v. 4 éxdcxopevwv Hv Tod Bdatos Kivyow" dyyehos yap KU 
Kata Kaipov KaréBawev év TH KoAvpByOpa, kal érdpacce 7d 
wwp 6 obv mpOros euBas pera THY Tapaxny TOd Vdaros byes 
eyivero, & Syrote KateixeTo voonpart om. Y%, alii. A has 
dyyedos . . . vooypare (137), but the previous clause éxdex. 
. .. know (30) is written in ras. by 4%. D has éxdex... « 
kivyow, but omits dyyeAos . . . voonpuare. 

(320) Matt. xx. 28 tpels dé Cyretre éx prxpod abéjoar Kat éx peiLovos 
éAarrov elvatr eioepxopevor b¢ Kal wapakAnGerres Seurvjoa pa) 
dvakAiverbe cis Tovs e&€xovtas Térous, py mote evdokdrepds 
cov éréAOy Kal pore Pay 6 devrvoxAyntwp ein wou, “Ett Kato 
xXoOpe, Kal KatavcxvvOnoyn. eday S€ avaréons eis TOV HTTOVa 
Torov Kat éréXOy cov HTTwV, Kal épel cor 6 SevrvoKAnTwp, 
Dwvaye rt dvw, kal €orar cou TotTo xpyoiwov Z, om. X Y. 

(829*) John vii. 53-viii. 11 Kal éropevOnoav ... pnxére dudprave 
D &£> Eth., om. Y £23 € Arm. We have not the testimony 
of 4 and C, but they do not seem to have had room for 
the passage. On the other hand, it appears in most 
minuscules, either here, or at the end of the Gospel, or 
after Luke xxi Augustine says that ‘some of little faith 
. .. removed from their MSS. the Lord’s act of indulgence 
to the adulteress’, W-H. call the passage ‘Western and 
later Constantinopolitan ’. 

(964) Mark xvi. 9-20 dvacras 8&... dujv om. Ys and codd. 
Eusebii. 4 leaves blank 12 lines of col. 2, and the whole 
of col. 3. In 8 the Gospel ends in the middle of 1. 4, 
col. 2, and the rest of the column is unoccupied. For the 
shorter ending given in %¥ cf. pp. 74, 82-4. 


Here, as elsewhere, I follow Souter’s text. As written in D it consists of 


8or letters, but D omits in viii, 2 «al xadioas édiSacxev adtods (25), and there 
are minor variations. 
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THERE are 14 passages in the preceding list which contain 
over go letters. There are some singular features in these which 
demand attention. 

Two passages consist of 94 letters, two of 130, while 166 and 
167 are practically identical. Also 102 is very close to 105 and 
152 to 156. 

The three largest numbers are 320, 829, 963. 

Here it will be noticed that 320x3=960. This is very 
astonishing. 

Further, if we divide 829 by 5, we obtain as the result 166 
(166 x 5 = 830), for which we have 166 and 167. 

It is further to be noticed that if we divide 320 by 2, we have 
as result 160. This number is very near to 166 and 167, 

I cannot doubt that these numbers 160-7 correspond to some 
division in the archetype of the Gospels. There is also further 
evidence. 

The first point is one on which I do not wish to lay too much 
stress, viz. that the longest omissions of $8 present some curious 
points of resemblance. Thus Matt. vi. 5 xat drav... puodov 
avrav contains 167 letters. So also $8 has an omission of 
132 letters (John xiv. ro-11) and 128 (Matt. v. 30), which was 
very like the two omissions of 130. We cannot tell how far back 
these omissions go. 

The second point is one which has caused me considerable 
perplexity. It is concerned with what is generally called the 
Shorter Conclusion of St. Mark. This is found in two Uncials 
LY, also in 2, Shil.™8, €, Eth., and in some minuscules. In Z 
it appears in the following form : 

mavra de Ta TapynyyeApeva Tous Tept Tov Ilerpov cvvTopws eényytAav. 

PETA de TAUVTQ KAL AUTOS O is aro avatoAns KQt axpe dvaews 
e€areotire 80 avtwv To vepov Kat apbaptov Kypvyya Tys 
a.wviov cwrypias (161). 

The singular feature here is that 161 is roughly half of 320, 
which is 4 of 963. There thus appears to be a numerical relation 
between the Shorter and the Longer Conclusions. 
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In order not to obscure the argument, I will postpone further 
discussion of this point. 

In the third place, there is some very singular evidence yet to 
be considered. 

Luke xv. 16 xat éreOder xopracOjvar éx tov Kepatiov dv jofov 

ot xotpor Kal oddeis ed(Sov aird. 

ib. xvi. 21 ériupdv xopracOjvar aad TOV TUTTOVTWY Gro THS 

tparélys Tod tAovalov. 

Here the Diatessaron supported by some Latin evidence (/7) 
and $hl.™, after rod zAovelov, adds Kat oddels ediov aitG. As the 
Diatessaron was composed in the second century, the variant 
must be an ancient one. 

My experience, gained by work upon Cicero, suggested to me 
the hypothesis, that the repetition was due to the occurrence of 
kal ovdeis (Sov aird in the same place (as well as in a similar 
context) on a previous folio.’ If so, the intervening passage, viz. 
XV. 17 eis éavtov b€... XVI. 21 Tod wAovoiov might be expected 
to yield some multiple of the figures which I have previously 
collected, 

On counting the letters, I found the total number to be 3,212. 
This is a multiple of 320 (Matt. xx. 28). We now have the 
astonishing sequence 

MOT § 320 O04,93,2 126 

I now proceed to consider what appears to be an early disloca- 
tion in the text of St. John. My attention was called to this by 
my colleague, the Rev. B. H. Streeter, who showed me a work 
by Mr. F. Warburton Lewis on Disarrangements in the Fourth 
Gospel, in which there are references to Spitta’s discussion of the 
subject. A proposal to transpose chapters v and vi was made 
as long ago as the fourteenth century. The difficulties are as 
follows : 

In iv. 54 we have rotro radw Sevrepov onpeiov éroinoe 6 Inaois, 

eGov ék THs “lovdalas cis THV TadiAalav. 
The next verse (v. 1) is 
peta Tatra iv éopt} Tov “Tovdaiwy, kal dvéBn 5 “Inoods eis ‘Iepood- 
Avpa. 

Chapter v deals with events in Jerusalem. 

Chapter vi begins with 

peta Tadra arjdOev 6 “Inoots répav tis Oaddoons THs TadtAalas. 
Nothing whatever has been said of a return to Galilee. 


25 Ci. ppmto, 107. 


7 
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Chapter vii begins with 

kal peta Tadta repierarer 6 Incods év 7H Tadsdaia od yap nOcrev 
€v TH Tovdaia meputarety, Stu eLjrovv abrov of lovdato dzro- 
KTELVAL. 

The proper sequence of events requires that ch. vi should come 
before ch.v. In that case Jesus works miracles in Galilee (iv. 54), 
crosses the sea of Galilee (vi. 1), goes to Jerusalem (v. 1), returns 
to Galilee for fear of the Jews (vii. 1). 

Let us then suppose that ch. vi is out of place. The usual 
explanation of a dislocation is that leaves have been misplaced. 
If so, the contents of ch. vi should correspond to a certain number 
of folios in the archetype. 

On counting the letters in ch. vi, I found the total to be 5,540. 
There is some uncertainty, since it contains the feeding of the 
5,000, in which there are a quantity of numerals. If in all cases 
letters were substituted, the total would be 5,472. I have, how- 
ever, elsewhere found it best not to make deductions of this kind. 

This number 5,540 is almost exactly a multiple of 168 
(168 x 33 = 5,544). 

It thus appears probable that ch. vi should come before ch. v.' 
Spitta has pointed out a further dislocation in ch. vii. 

In y. 14 we are told that Jesus, who had previously hidden 
himself, went to the temple and taught. In v. 25 we have 

eXeyov oby Twes éx Tov ‘leporoAvputadv, Odx obtds ot ov CyTotow 

GTOKTELVAL 5 
This would follow naturally after v. 14. 

The connexion, however, is broken by vv. 15-24, in which the 
Jews wonder at the learning of Jesus, and he discourses on the 
Law of Moses. These verses would come in admirably at the end 
of ch. v where Jesus appeals to Moses : 

gor 6 Katynyopav ipav, Macs, eis Ov bpets pAmikare. 

Spitta, therefore, adds vii. 15-24 to ch. v. The order, then, is 

ch. iv 

ch. vi 

ch. v+ vil. 15-24 

ch. vil. I-14, 25-52. 
With ch. vi I have already dealt. I now take ch. v + vil. 15-24. 
Chapter v is especially interesting, since it contains the passage 


1 It is to be noticed that chapters v and vi both begin with the same words, 
pera tadra, This fact will help to explain the transposition. 
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exdexopevov thy Tod VoaTos . . . VOONMaTL (167). If the method 
which I have followed is sound, here, if anywhere, the unit 167 or 
168 should appear. 

According to Spitta, v. and vii. 15-24 go together, and vil. I-14 
is out of place. The first point to notice is the length of vil. 1-14 
kat pera Tata... edidacxe. This, according to my reckoning, 
contains 997 letters. This is almost exactly a multiple of 166 
(166 x 6 = 996). It is, therefore, easy to account for this dis- 
location. 

The contents of v and vii. 15-24 are as follows: 


vil. 15-24 = i) _ 
v = 3,638) — #37? 
The total, 4,372, appears to be a multiple of 168 (168 x 26 = 


4,308). 

c ae theory that there have been considerable dislocations in 
the text of St. John derives much support from these figures, but 
I do not profess to have sounded the question to its depths. It 
is especially interesting since the MSS. which contain the pericope 
de adultera do not agree as to its place. Some put it after 
St. Luke xxi. 38, while others place it at the end of St. John. 

If the figures which I have produced mean anything, they 
appear to show that the Gospels were united in one volume at an 
early date. This must have been at some period previous to the 
making of the Old Latin and Old Syriac translations and the com- 
position of the Diatessaron. The middle of the second century 
seems to be a ferminus ad quem. 

This volume cannot have been a papyrus roll. Kenyon, after 
saying that ‘no complete copy of the New Testament in a single 
volume could exist during the papyrus period’, goes on to state 
that ‘it would not even be possible to include all the Gospels in 
a single roll’. It must, therefore, have been a paged book, written 
either on papyrus or more probably on vellum. We have, there- 
fore, to consider what evidence there is for the use of vellum 
codices in the second century A.D. 

The victory of the codex over the roll was gradual, and in the 
case of classical authors was not completed until the fourth cen- 
tury, although we hear of vellum codices at a much earlier date. 
Thus Martial (i. 2) recommends the traveller, who wishes to carry 
his poems about with him, to get an edition on vellum. 

hos eme quos artat brevibus membrana tabellis : 
scrinta da magnis, me manus una capit. 
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He also refers to vellum MSS. of Homer, Virgil, Cicero, Livy, 
and Ovid in his Apophorefa (xiv. 184, 186, 188, 190, 192). There 
is, therefore, no doubt that the vellum codex was used in Rome 
for popular books in the reign of Domitian (A.D. 81-96). We 
can even go further back than this, since a passage in Cicero’s 
Letters shows that the material was occasionally employed under 
the Republic. 

It is to be noticed that most of the theological fragments found 
at Oxyrhynchus are in book-form, whether written on vellum or 
on papyrus. Also, several of them go back to the third century, 
e.g. 2 (St. Matthew), 208 (St. John), 1171 (Ep. St. James), 656 
(Genesis), 1007 (Genesis), 1074 (Exodus). There are, however, no 
earlier examples. On the other hand, Sir E. Maunde Thompson 
says ‘A few stray leaves of vellum codices of the first centuries 
of our era have been found in Egypt. A leaf from a MS. of 
Demosthenes, De fa/sa /egatione, written in a rough hand of the 
second century, is in the British Museum, Add. MS. 34473’. He 
also refers to a Berlin leaf from a MS. of the ‘ Cretans’, a play of 
Euripides, which was once assigned to the first century, but is 
now placed in the second. There may be some question as to 
these dates, but the testimony of Martial proves beyond doubt 
that vellum codices were known at Rome. 

Now if the codex was employed at this time for any work, it is 
a priori probable that it would be used for a collection of the 
Gospels. We have, also, the explicit mention of vellum by 
St. Paul in the well-known passage : 

2 Tim. iv. 13 rov hadrdvyv ov amédurov év Tpwads rapa Kdprw 

épxopevos pepe, kal Ta BiBdia, padiora Tas peuBpdvas.” 

In any case there is no doubt that the codex was employed for 
the Gospels at an early date. Maunde Thompson remarks, 
‘Moreover, the Bible, the book which before all others became 
the great work of reference in the hands of the early Christians, 
could only be consulted with convenience and dispatch in the 
new form’. He points out that the form adopted for the Bible 
would become the model for all theological books, and says, 
‘Thus the vellum codex was destined to be the recipient of 


1 Quid tibt ego de Varrone rescribam? Quattuor Sipbépa sunt in tua 
potestate, Alt, xiii. 24. 

2 Birt, Das antike Buchwesen, p. 65, suggests that pawdAns, which in the 
Etymologicum Magnum is glossed by €iAnrapiov pepBpdivoy, here means ‘ book- 
cover’, not ‘cloak’, as it is usually rendered. 
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Christian literature, as the papyrus roll had been that of the 
pagan world’. 

In view of these facts, I venture to think that the Gospels may 
have been put together in book-form by the middle of the second 
century, although we have no extant specimen of theological 
writings in this form earlier than the third century. 

If, then, we assume that 160-8 represents a column or page In 
the archetype of the Gospels, when they were first united in the 
shape of a book, we have to inquire whether any extant MSS. 
exhibit such a formation. 

Among existing MSS. of the Gospels the most exact parallel 
is afforded by J, cent. vi, fragments of which are preserved at 
St. Petersburg, London, and elsewhere. A reproduction of two 
pages in Facsimiles of Biblical MSS. in the British Museum, no. 4, 
shows that /V is written in 16 lines to the page, with an average 
of 10-11 letters to the line. Each of the pages in the facsimile 
contains 168 letters. This, therefore, would seem to reproduce 
with exactitude the formation revealed by the internal evidence. 
There is, however, a difficulty, since this is an edition de luxe, and 
we should not expect to find the Gospels written in this style at 
so early a date. Also, there is the possibility that the archetype in 
question was written in columns. I therefore mention another 
extant MS. which realizes the conditions. This is the celebrated 
palimpsest of Cicero, De Re Publica (cent. iv), written in two 
columns with 15 lines to the page and an average of ro-11 letters to 
the line. As I happen to have counted the letters in several pages 
of this, I give the results. The references are to the reproduction 
of this printed by van Buren. In order to compare this fairly with 
the Greek archetype of the Gospels, which presumably possessed 
abbreviations, I give two sets of figures, first the number of letters 
as written in the MS., and in brackets those which would be found 
in a printed text: 

Pp. 50 159 (164) : 153 (156). 
51 167 (169) : 169 (173). 
78 170 (175) : 156 (157). 
79 15% (150) : 165 (164). 
80 152 (152 : 151 (157). 
81 147 (149) : 156 (161). 
92 164 (172) : 163 (167). 
93 153 (154): 157 (157). 

142 153 (153): 147 (149). 
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P. 143 150 (156) : 146 (147). 
152 167 (170) : 174 (178). 
153 154 (157) : 160 (163). 
204 167 (170): 175 (176). 
205 156 (159) : 164 (168). 

It will be seen that the numbers vary from 147 (149) to 174 
(178), but that the same number is frequently repeated. It is 
obvious that on the analogy of this MS. I might recognize Matt. xvi. 
2-3 (156) and Luke xxii. 19-20 (152) as further examples of the 
unit which I have indicated. 

I would further point out that a line of about ro letters (some- 
times less) is found in several of the old Latin versions, e.g. the 
Vercellensis (a), the Veronensis (4), and the Palatinus (e). All of 
these are in two columns: a has 24 lines to the page, d 18, and 
é 20. On the other hand &, which is not in columns, is written 
in long lines (14 to the page) with an average of about 23 letters 
to the line. 

I now revert to the end of St. Mark. 

The hypothesis of a lost folio has already been suggested by 
various writers, and Hort admits that it affords ‘a tenable mode 
of explaining omission’. There is, however, at first sight no 
obvious reason why St. Mark’s Gospel should have been mutilated 
rather than any other. I would suggest a simple explanation. 
The order of the Gospels in D and several allied MSS. is Matthew, 
John, Luke, Mark. If this was the primitive order, it is easy to 
see how the last leaves of the archetype became damaged.’ Thus 
Mr. Buchanan says of the Veronensis (4): ‘The text of the first 
three Gospels is, generally speaking, well-preserved, that of 
St. John, being in the centre of the MS., best of all, but in 
St. Mark the last extant leaves, especially those of great tenuity, 
have suffered greatly from exposure to damp.’ ” 

The Palatinus (e), in which this same order is found, actually 
ends at Mark xiii. 36, the other leaves having perished. 

It is, therefore, possible that the loss took place at some early 
date, but after a copy, or copies, had been taken. In view of the fact 
that Irenaeus (cent. ii) quotes verse 9, while 4, which is said to 


1 It is, I admit, remarkable that the last words of the Gospel should come 
exactly at the end of a page or folio. It is possible that some further words 
may have been lost, and that dyqy is a later addition. 

2 Old Latin Biblical Texts, p. x. 

1655 i 


74 THE PRIMITIVE TEXT OF 


represent the text used by Cyprian (cent. iii), has the Shorter 
Ending, the loss may have occurred during this interval. 

Mr. Conybeare has drawn attention to an Armenian MS. in 
which verses 9-20 are attributed to Ariston Eritzou (= Presbyter), 
and thinks that Aristion, who is mentioned by Papias as one of 
the disciples from whom he obtained information, was the author 
of them. 

I do not presume to discuss the identity of Ariston or Aristion, 
but would point out that there is another possible explanation, 
viz. that a person of that name possessed a copy of vv. 9-20, 
which were therefore associated with his name. 

To illustrate from an author with whom I am more familiar, 
a passage of Cicero, pro Flacco, 75-83: 

primum ut in oppidum .. . esse cetera 
is not found in any extant MS. 

It came to light in a mysterious way, having been communicated 
to a well-known scholar, Conrad Peutinger (1465-1547), by a 
person called Rorarius. Peutinger says: 

Cum superioribus diebus Hieronymus Rorarius Foroiuliensis, 
non vulgaris eruditionis, apud nos in prandio fuisset et nomismata 


sua vetusta nobis ostendisset, dedit etiam versus octo vel paulo 
plus supra quinquaginta, quibus oratio haec Ciceroniana pro Flacco 
hactenus formis excusa deficiebat. 

Nothing is known as to the source from which Rorarius obtained 
the lost passage, but its genuineness has never been questioned, 
and is quite indubitable. 

I now approach the thorny question of the Shorter Ending. 
I have already given the form in which this is found in Z. In & 
this is slightly different, viz. : 

omnia autem quaecumque prae 
cepta erant et qui cum puero erant 
breuiter exposuerunt posthaec 
et ipse his adparuit et ab orienté 
5 usque usque in orientem misit 
per illos sanctam et incorruptam /'4 
_Salutis aeternae. amen. 


praedicationis 
Here there are various errors. 


In 1. 2 puero = Petro: in 1. 5 usgue is written twice, and 
ortentem is a slip for occidentem, in |, 6 ha is an omission mark, 
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indicating that praedicationis (for which we must read praedica- 
tionem) has been omitted. 

This seems to indicate a Greek original : 

mavra O€ Ta TapnyyeApeva ToIs rept Tov Lérpov cvvTdpws enyyetAav* 
peta, O€ Tadra Kal airds 6 Is epdvy Kat dad dvarodfs apt 
dvoews éLaréoreire Ov aitav 7d tepdv Kal &pOaprov KYpvy 0. 
THs aiwviov cwrypias. aunv (172). 

As given by Z there are two orthographical slips, viz. éyyyAav 
and éfa7réoriAev. If we attribute these also to the Greek original, 
the total would be reduced to r7o. 

The noticeable points are, that Z has no equivalent for éddvy, 
which seems necessary, and that xa‘ before dyp. seems out of 
place. Probably the ancestor of Z had: 

pera O€ Tatra Kai aids 6 ts épdvy Kal dd dvaToAjs axpr Svoews 
e€amréoretX€ KTH. 

ZL also has not got apy. This, it is obvious, may well be 
a later addition. If ayyv were added to Z, the total would be 
165. 

It is generally assumed that the ‘Shorter’ and the ‘Longer 
Conclusion’ are incompatible. If this is so, then the numerical 
relation which I have noted between the two, can only be 
a curious coincidence. I am not, however, satisfied that they are 
incompatible. 

It is with very great diffidence that I venture to state my own 
opinion. The points which appeal to me are as follows. While 
I do not rate highly the evidence of those MSS. which omit 
vv. 9-20, I cannot conceal from myself that the connexion between 
vv. 1-8 and 9-20 is odd. In wv. 1-8 we have the appearance of 
the Angel to Mary Magdalene, Mary the mother of James, and 
Salome, and the flight of the women from the tomb, then in v. 9 
Mary Magdalene is mentioned as if for the first tme. Then follows 
a recital of the other appearances, the charge to go and preach the 
Gospel, and the Ascension. There seems to bea lacuna between 
v. 8 and v. 9. 

It seems to me that vv. 9-20 contain an amplificatio of the 
‘Shorter Conclusion’. First comes a summary and then the 
events are narrated in detail, viz. : 

‘They told shortly all the tidings to those that were with 
Peter. Afterwards Jesus himself appeared and sent through 
them from the East unto the West the holy and incor- 
ruptible message of eternal salvation.’ 
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The mention of Jesus removes the harshness caused by the 
want of a subject to dvacrds in vy. 9. We should expect dvacras 
dé 6 “Inaots. 

Then, after this preliminary precis, the appearances are de- 
scribed in vv. 9-14, and the message in vv. 15-18. 

This view seems to account for the fresh introduction of Mary 
Magdalene and the details given about her.’ 

It may be noted that in v. ro we are informed that ‘She went 
and told them that had been withhim’. If we admit the ‘Shorter 
Conclusion’, then the words in v. 8 xat ovdevi ovdév etrov obviously 
refer to persons whom they met on the way: without it, they are 
very ambiguous. 

Lastly, I must again call attention to the singular relation which 
appears to exist between the content of the passage, 161, or 
a number very near to this, and 320 (Matt. xx. 28), and 963 
(vv. 9-22). This may be due to a fortuitous coincidence, but to 
me it seems more likely that in the second-century archetype, 
which I believe to be at the back of our MSS., the ‘Shorter 
Conclusion’ preceded vy. 9-22. Further questions I leave to 
more competent critics. 

I must now refer to the verses which in the recently-discovered 
Freer MS., cent. v, follow v. 14. They are written thus: 

KQKELVOL amreoyouvTe Aeyovres OTL O 
QLWVY OUVTOS TIS AVOMLAS KAL THS ATLOTLAS 
vTO TOV GATAVAaV EDTLY O {LY EWV TA VFO 


Tov TvaTov akafapta THv adnOevav 


or 


rou Ov katadaBerOa Svvap dia 
TovTo atoxadvyov cov Tyv diKatocv 
vnv dn exewot eAX€eyov Tw XO Kat o 
XS exewos TpoweXeyev ott TeTANPW 
TAL O OPOS Tw ETWY TYS ELOVTLAS TOV 
1o gatava ada eyyier adda diva Kau v 
TEp WV eyo aLapTnTavTwY Tapedob7 
ets Oavatov wa vrootpewow ets TH 
adnbevay Kat pyKeTe apaptyowow 
Wa THV EV TW OUPAVHW TFVIKHV Kal a 
15 POaptoy tys dukaorvvns doéav 
KAnpovopynowow 
The passage as written consists of 451 letters. 


1 v. 9 Mapiq 7 MaydaAnvh, wap’ Hs &xBeBANwe Extra Sapdria. 
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Part of it, viz. xdxeivor drehoyotvto . .. cod riyy Sixaroctvny was 
already known, being quoted by Jerome as occurring in some MSS. 

I do not presume to discuss the theme or the language employed, 
but restrict myself to such considerations as are within the scope of 
this inquiry. The number 451 may = 150 x 3, and we have two 
passages 152 (Luke xxii. 19-20) and 156 (Matt. xvi. 2-3) which 
serve to mediate between these numbers and 161, 166, 167. 
The analogy of the De Re Publica palimpsest shows that the con- 
tents of a column, or page, of the same MS. might vary between 
these limits. There is, however, a serious objection. If we insert 
the Freer ending after v. 14, we get the following figures : 


9-14 = 411 
Freer ending = 451 
Phases 5 ee 


There is no relation between these numbers. 

On the other hand it must be acknowledged that the omission 
of the Freer ending might be easily explained on the ground of 
Opovorys, SINCE Kakelvor dkovoayres (V. II), KaKetivor dreAOovtes (V. 13); 
éxeivou O€ €€edOovres (V. 20) are very like kaxeivou dreoyotvTo. 

I now come to a passage of the greatest interest : 

Luke xxii. 17-22 kal deEdpevos rornpiov evyapioTycas «ime, 
AdBere todto, Kai duapepicare cis Eavtovs’ Aéeyw yap iptv, ote 
od py) iw dd Tod viv dd TOD yevvnpatos’ THs dpméAov ews 
érov 7) Bacirela Tod Ov @AOy. Kai AaBdv dprov edyapiornoas 
éxace, Kal COwxev adtois Aéywv, Totrd éote 76 TOyd pov TO 
tarép ipav Siddpevov? TovTo Toveire eis THY Ev Gvapvynow. Kat 
TO ToTHpLOV HaavTus peTa TO Seurvnoat éywv, Todto TO 7roT}- 
pov 9 Kaw Suan ev TA alwari pov, TO brép tuadv exxvvopevov. 

Here there is great diversity in D and the versions, viz. : 

Kat deEdpevos. . . ToD Ocod @AOy (152) om. SVE (the Peshitta) with 
some support from €P, 

kat AaBov dprov. .. 7d cHpud pov (69) comes before kai deEdpevos 
in L, 

The same passage +76 itp... dddmevov (69+ 50 = 119) comes 

before Seédevos in $ and Diat. 

D and &* omit 1d drip pov . . « exxvvdpevov (152). 

The clue appears to be furnished by the fact that v8 and DH 
have separate omissions, each of which consists of 152 letters. 
This agreement is so extraordinary that it can hardly be due to 
accident. The natural explanation is that 152 letters represent 

1 So Souter : the best MSS. have yevqyatos. 
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a column in the MS. from which D#S were copied.’ Here, 
however, there is a difficulty, viz. that the words kat AaBov dprov 

. 70 gpd pov (69) intervene between the two blocks of 152. 
This difficulty indicates the solution, viz. that the passage xat 
AaBov . . . cpa pov was accidentally omitted. To illustrate the 
point, I write out the passage, as I conceive it to have stood in 
the ancestor of D&S. The most natural arrangement is that of 
two columns with 15 lines: 


Col. 1 kau defape Col. 2 To vTrep vpwv 
VOS TOTNPLOV dLO0pLevov 
evxapioTy TOUTO TOLELTE 
aas eure AaBe eS THV ENV 

5 TE TOUTO KaL 5 avapvnow 
Suaprepurare Kal TO TOTNPL 
ELS EAUTOUS OV WOAVTWS 
Neyo yap vay pera To Seu 
OTL OV PLY TLW vnoat Aeywv 

10 aro TOU VU 10 TOUTO TO TOT?) 
aro TOU ev plov  Kawvy 
VYPLaTos TNS diabyKy ev 
apreXov €ws 0 TW ALLATL LOU 
tov » BaciAre TO UTEP VLWY 

15 a Tov Ov edOn 15 €KXVVOMLEVOV 


The missing words, viz. : 
kau AaBwv ap 
TOV EVXAPLT 
Tnoas exrace 
KQL eowkev 
avtos Aeywv 
TOUTO €OTL 
TO TWMA fou 
appear to have been inserted at the top of the column in the 
usual way. The result was that ©» inserts them before xat deEdpevos. 
The writer of $ saw that the first five lines of col. 2 ought to 
follow 76 oud pov and transposed them also. The writer of D 
omitted col. 2 as meaningless without the missing words, while 
V8, whether by accident or not, omitted the whole of col. 1. 
It is thus possible to explain these perplexing variants without 


1 This supposition would postulate an intermediate MS, subsequent to the 
common archetype. 
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recourse to the theory of wilful interpolation. As there is no 
passage in the Gospels in which interpolation would seem more 
likely, this conclusion is reassuring. 

It is to be noticed that the varieties in this passage are peculiar 
to Z. There is another passage in which D seems to exhibit 
a similar unit: 

Luke vi. § kat €Xeyev abrois bru ks eotw 5 0S Tod avo (kal D) rod 

caBBdrov = 46 (49). 

These words are out of place in D, viz. after v. 10, The inter- 
vening words éyévero d¢ &v . . . # xelp airod, if we include the 
passage about the man working on the Sabbath, found in D 
only, = 608 letters, which = 1524. It must be remarked that 
D adds as xai 4 GAAy after 7 xelp airod. If we accept these 
words, the total is 618 ( = 154% x 4). 

Here also D is concerned. 

I now return to the Freer ending of St. Mark (451). It is 
possible that there were two stages in the process of omission, that 
of the Freer fragment, going back to an ancestor with 15 lines to 
the page, and subsequent omissions of 162 and 960 letters, repre- 
senting pages (or columns) of an ancestor with 16 lines to a page. 
There is one obvious difficulty, viz. that the ancestor in 15 lines, 
which seems to emerge in Luke xxii. 16-22 and vi. 5—10, has only 
left traces on the Z family, while the ancestor in 16 lines is 
discernible in all the MSS. It, therefore, would seem to be 
posterior to the common ancestor. 

On the whole, I am disposed to look on this ending with con- 
siderable scepticism. 


CHAPIER XI 


In the Acts we have no Old Syriac version, similar to that found 
in $8 and S¢, There are, however, later versions, of which $hl is 
especially interesting on account of marginal readings which agree 
closely with D. This recension, which was made by Thomas of 
Harkel, afterwards Bishop of Hierapolis, in 616, is a revision of 
the Philoxenian version made in 508. He claims to have taken 
various readings from three Greek MSS. found in a monastery 
near Alexandria. The chief representative of the Latin family is 
the Fleury palimpsest, known as / (saecl. v), which contains iil. 2— 
iv. 18; v. 23-vii. 23 vil. 42—-vill. 2; 1x. 4-233 XiV. 5-23} XVil. 
34-xviii. 19 ; xxiii. 8-24; xxvi. 20-xxvil. 13. This MS. is written 
in long lines, with above 4o letters to the line. It will be con- 
venient to postpone for the moment discussion of its relation 
to.22. 

There are considerable differences between the tradition of the 
Acts and the Gospels. In the first place the divergences between 
D (and its allies, chiefly $ hl.™s and #4), and the majority of the 
Greek MSS. are more constant and striking than in the Gospels. 
Also, while in the Gospels the readings of D have not met with 
favour, in the Acts they have been viewed with great and increas- 
ing respect. I have already referred to the theories of Bornemann, 
Blass and Ramsay. Lake advises any one who ‘ proposes to study 
the Western problems’ to begin with the Acts, ‘since here there 
are questions of archaeological and geographical detail which can 
be readily tested’. He goes on ‘It is therefore the correct 
method to study the Western readings in Acts first of all, and to 
form some kind of judgement on them, and after this to turn to 
the Gospels and apply to them the conclusions derived from the 
study of the Acts’. 

A second point of difference is that in the Acts there is little 
trace of that transmission through narrow lines which is every- 
where apparent in the Gospels. Apart from the striking variants 
furnished by D Lb $ hl.™s there is little to note. Most of the dis- 
puted passages are of considerable length, rarely less than 20-5 


a ee niente 
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letters. If we take N itself, which is peculiarly prone to omission, 
we find very few which fall below this‘number. I have noted the 
following : 
li, Q kal EAapiras (11) 
iv. 27 év rH woAe ravry (14) 
V. 25 éora@res Kai (10) 
vi. 12 émuotdvtes (10) 
Vii. 60 wv peydAy (10) 
XX1. 13 KAaiovres Kad (12) 
15 dveBaivopev (11) 
The contrast between this short list and the enormous number 
of small omissions made by & and 88 in the Gospels is striking. 
The first solution which occurred to me was that the Acts were 
derived from an archetype with longer lines than the Gospels, 
averaging 22-4 letters to the line. Subsequently, when I was 
turning over Scrivener’s reproduction of D, I noticed a very 
curious fact, viz. that passages found in D, but omitted by most 
or all other Greek MSS., occupy a oriyos, or several oriy in D. 
At first I thought that this was due to accident, and the fact that 
the orixo. generally coincide with the sense. When, however, my 
attention had once been called to the point, I observed that the 
phenomenon was very frequent, that some of the passages did not 
correspond to any marked division of sense, that they were of very 
different length, that in some cases the passage occupied half of one 
orixos and half of the following, also, and this was the most 
striking point, that in many instances the other MSS. appeared 
to have modified the construction by some device such as the 
insertion of 5€ or és after an omission. I passed through every 
stage of incredulity, but finally could not resist the conclusion 
that a large number of important variants are at once explicable 
on the hypothesis that the Greek MSS. in general were drawn 
from a single ancestor written in orixo1, such as those found in 
D, and had in a number of cases omitted lines of their original. 
I must here recall the reader’s attention to the statement which 
I made previously, when discussing the formation of D, viz. that 
in the Acts the oriyo. were generally free from the irregularities 
noticeable in St. John and St. Luke, and presented a more 
primitive appearance. Without more ado, I now present the 
evidence. The quotations are written in orixo., asin D. I have 
thought it best to retain orthographical peculiarities. 
1655 M 
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L 5 Kau o peAdcrou Aap Pavew 
So %codd (patres aliquot). 
ib, ews THs TevTNKOTTYS 
So @s Aug. Rendel Harris' remarks that these ‘two 
famous Western glosses’ are supported by Ephrem, who (on 
Eph. iv. 10) gives 
quam recipitis vos non post multos dies sed usque ad 
Pentecosten. 
iV. 31 wavte Tw Oedovre Tio TEvELV 
So eodd Tren, Aug. The support of Irenaeus 1s 
especially important. 
32 KQL OVK 1V dvaKpiots €Vv QUTOLS ovdepiLa. 
So Cyprian and others. 
Vv. 18 KQL erropev0n EKAOTOS ELS TH Loa. 
This is only quoted from D. The two previous orixou 
begin with xaé. 
22 Kau avvgavtes tTHv pvdakyv 
So £ Shi. 
38 py pavarres Tas XELpas 
So %b, Rendel Harris (p. 79) calls this a ‘curious 
gloss’. 
39 ovTe vets ovTe BacidreLs OvTE TUPAVVOL 
arreyer Gar OUV Q7TO TWV avOpwrwv TOUTWV 
So £1 $ hl, 
vi. 8 d1a Tov ovoparos KU MU Xpv 
So Hht Shi, Aug. 
10 dia To eXeyxeoOau avrovs ex avTov 
PETA TaTNS TAappyoLas 
pn Svvapevor ovy avtopbadpew Ty adnbea 
So Hb Shims, 
I5 €OTWTOS EV METW AUVTWV 
So Hht, Here d renders stans in medio eorum. This is 
clearly an error for s¢antis. Such errors are frequent, €.g. semini 
for seguimint (Luke xxii.t0). Rendel Harris (p. 73), who supposes @ 
to be prior to D, thinks that the ‘gloss’ is out of place and should 
come after dpyxuepevs : i.e. ‘the high priest stood in the midst’. 
vii. 4 Kal ou TaTEpEs NMwWV OL TPO H{LwvV 
So Shl. Augustine has xat of rarepes tpdv (hom.). 
Vill. I ov ejetvay ev vepoveaAnp 


So L€s Aug. 


1 Four lectures on the Western Text, p. 24. 
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24 os wodAa KAawy ov dueAvpravev 
So $ hl.ms, 
X. 32 os rapayevoyevos Nadnoet cor 
om. A BS. The words are supported by most Greek 
MSS., £ $ 8 Arm. Chrys. 
X1.17 tov py Sovvat avrous TVG ayLov 
TLOTEVOQACLVY ET AVTW 
This is an interesting case. The second oréyos is omitted 
by £? and Augustine, both oréxo. are omitted by all authorities 
except ZY and Shl. 
Xil. 3 n ETTLYELPYTO ELS QUTOV €7TL TOUS TLOTOUS 
So £P $ hl.mg, 
xill. 8 emidy ydvora nKovey avTwv 
So $ hl. 
29 YTOVVTO TOV TetAaTov TOUTOV pev TTAVPWO AL 
KQL ETLTVXOVTES TaAW 
So Shl.™e. Bornemann here suggests with great 
probability that tov 6 BapaBBav drodtoa has dropped out after 
oTavpOcat. 
43 eyevero de Kad odns THs ToAEWS 
dveADew Tov Aoyov Tov Ov 
So £Y S$ hl.ms, 
XIV. 2 0 O€ KS cOwkeY TaxD ELpnYnV 
So &@ Shl.mg, 
7 Kat exewvnOn odov To 7AnOos ert TH SidaxN 
o Oe 7avAos Kat Bapvafas 
duerpiBov ev AvoTpoLs 
So %b, Ramsay says of the ordinary reading, ‘I must 
confess that the language here is vague, and I do not comprehend 
it clearly.’ He considers the reading of D due to a reviser who 
felt that something was wanting to make the narrative more clear." 
9 vrapxwv ev pofw 
So 4 (et habens timorem). 
IO got Aeyw ev TH OvOpaTL TOV KU LAU Xpu 
So Hb Shims Gs Arm. Iren.!@t. 
26 evayyeAilopevor avTous 
So Shl. 
XV. 20 Kat oo pn OedXovow eavTols yewer Bou 
ETEPOLS PY TOLELTE 
So @8 Eth. Iren. Porph. Eus. 
1 The Church in the Roman Empire, pp. 53, 68. ~ 
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Xv. 26 eis TaVvTa TELpAacLOV 
So Shl.ms, Rendel Harris (p. 85) thinks that this ‘ gloss’ 
is due to Sirach ii. 1 and should comea line further up, after aérvav. 
29 KOL OOD fL7) GeXere €QAUTOLS yewer Gan 
ETEPW [LY TOLELV 
So the same authorities as above, reinforced by Shl. 
and Cyprian. 
ib. ev mpagate Pepopevor 
ev TH ayww TL Eppwobe 
So Irenaeus and Tertullian: ed wpagere Eppwobe cetz. 
This is a very instructive case. The scribe has passed after 
mpdgéere to éppwobe in the next oriyos, omitting what came 
between.! Rendel Harris has a long discussion of this passage, 
PP. 75-9: 
34 edo€ke de TW oei\ca ET LILELV OL QUTOUVUS 
poovos de vovdas eropevOy 
The second oriyos is supported by £W sig and some 
MSS. of the Vulgate, the first is supported by HS hl. Es Arm. 
Eth. and some Greek MSS. This is a very instructive case, since 
it affects all the versions. 
XV1. 30 Tous AouTovs aopadicapevos 
So Shl. 
35 ous exOes trapeAaBes 
So $ hl.me, 
XVil, 12 tues de yriotnoav 
Only two minuscules support this reading. 
XVlil. 2 ou Kat KaTwKNoAY ELS THY axatay 
So Hb Shl.™8, 
4 Kat evTiBers TO Ovopa TOV KU inv 
So XH Shims, 
6 roAAov de Aoyou yetvopevov 
Kat ypadwv Siepunvevopevwv 
So Hb Shl.me, 
8 dia Tov ovoparos Tov KY nuwy MU Xpv 
So Lh, om. cett. 
xx. 18 ws tpietiay n Kat 7eELov 
D appears to be alone in this reading. 


' This is probably the explanation of xviii. 28 : 
Snpooia Siadeyopmevos 
kat emdekvus dia Tw ypapwy Tov iny evar Xpv 
So two minuscules: dynogig, émdenvis err. cett. 
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Xxil. 9 Kau evpofor eyevovto 
So # Shi. € Eth. and most Greek MSS., om. 4 BN GD 
Arm, 
26 ott pwpavov eavtov deve 
So isis, 
To these should probably be added xix. 5. Here D has 
€lS TO OVOMA KU “NU XpU 
€ls aber apapTiov 
So Shl.: the other authorities appear to omit xpv, as 
well as the orixos which follows. 

This makes a total of 41 cases in which one or more orixou of 
D do not appear in B 8 and most, or all, of the Greek MSS.! How 
is this to be explained? The answer will be given that it is due 
to the fact that the or/xo. coincide with the sense, so that an 
interpolation would naturally form a oréyos or several. To this 
I would answer that some of the examples, e. g. xiv. 9 irdpxwv év 
$6Ba, xv. 26 cis rdvra retpacpdv are not self-contained clauses 
and might just as well have been joined to the context. Also, 
this explanation will not suit xv. 29 «3 mpdgere . .. Eppwoe. 
There is, moreover, a simple way of testing this suggestion, viz. 
by comparison with the Gospels, and especially with St. Matthew 
and St. Mark, where also the ovixo. have a primitive appearance. 
It is hardly fair to include in the list the long passage Matt. xx. 
28 tpeis d¢... TodTo ypynopov, which occupies 12 orixou in D, 
since this could hardly be written otherwise, and to this might be 
added a passage of 4 oriyo. in Mark xi. 26 «i dé byeis . . . buav and 
of 5 orixou in John vi. 56 xaws ev euol... év aird. Apart from 
these the only examples which I have noted in these two 
Gospels are: 

Matt. Vv. 44 evAoyerTe TOUS KATAPWLLEVOUS VJLELV 

KaAws TOLELTE TOLS PELTOVOLV Vas 

Xli. 47 eurev de Tis avTw* Loov n wNTNP Tov 
Kat or adeAor Gov euoTyKecay efw 
Entovvtes AaAnoat wot 

1 ] have not included in this list a passage where the ordinary reading seems 

due to omission ex homocoteleuto without assistance from line-division, viz. 
Vv. 15 wa epxopevou meTpov Kay n OKIa EmLoKLAcN 
Tit avTwy* amnAd\agaoyTo yap 
amo maons acbevias 


ws eLyeVv €HKAOTOS AVUTWVY 
So Lie P Lucif. : dmnAAdooovto . .. abrav om. cett. The omission is due 


to the repetition of av7ay. 
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XVil. 2I rovro de To YEVOS OUK EKTOPEVETAL 

€l LY EV TPOTEVXYH KAL VYOTELA 

Kal TNS VULPNS 

Mark Vil. 16 ets EXEL WTA AKOVELY AKOVETW 
xlil. 


XXV. 


Lan 


N 


Kat Ola TPLWY NLLEpwv 
adXos avacTynoeTat avEVv XELPWV 
Of these only Matt. xxv. 1 is at all striking. 

The figures for St. Luke, where the oriyo. are much dis- 
turbed, are: 

Luke i. 28 evAoynperyn ov ev yuvaew 

iv. 4 aAQX ev ravte pypate év 
Xl, 4 adda puoa nuas aro Tov TovNpov 
IL aptov py AOov avtw eridwoet 1 Kat 
43 Kat tpwrokuctas ev Tots Seurvois 
Of these only xi. 11 is striking. 

There is no example in St. John except vi. 56 (quoted above). 

The portion of the Acts preserved in D consists of 88 pages: the 
Gospels cover 324 pages. Inthe Acts we have noticed 41 cases 
where a passage found only in D occupies a orixos or orixo. We 
might, therefore, expect to find about 150 cases in the Gospels. 
If, however, we reckon all the passages mentioned above, in- 
cluding the long ones, the total is 14. It is, therefore, apparent 
that the phenomena cannot be thus explained. 

It is, indeed, noticeable how frequently in the Gospels doubtful 
passages found in D do not coincide with the oriyo, e.g. 
Matt. xvi. 2 dyias... dvvacbe, xx. 16 woAXol... éxXextol, Mark 
ix. 44 drov ... oBévura, Luke xxii. 43 ddOy 88... rH yi; 
Xxlil. 17 dvdyxnv 88... eva. 

More important evidence is furnished by a number of passages, 
in which other MSS. appear to have modified the construction, 
after omitting a passage contained in a oriyos or orixor of D. 
In order to make clear the significance of this fact, I would refer 
back to a reading of 8% previously quoted. 

John xx. 4 kat 6 dddos pabyris rpoedpape | rpoedpape SE. Here, 
obviously, dé has been inserted to give a construction after 
the omission of Kai 6 dos pabyris. 

In the Acts we find the following examples : 

il, 30 Kara capKa avacTnoat Tov XpV 

KQL Kabioat €7l TOV Opovov QavTOU 
So Shi. and many Greek MSS. with Origen and others. 


Kabioat ert rov Opdvov aitod A BN. 
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kat was omitted to give a construction after the loss of 
the previous line. 
37 ToTE TavTes ov cvveAovTes 
Kal AKOVTAVTES KATEVUYNTAY TH Kapo.e. 
So Shl.™&: dxovcavres dé katevvynoav THY Kapotav cett. 
ili. ev de rats npepais TavTas 
TETPOS Kal Lwavys aveBatvov Ets TO LEpOV 
So LP: Teérpos 8& cal Iwavyns dévéBawov eis 7d iepov cet. 
3 ovTos atevicas Tos ofbadpors avtov 
kat wy TEeTpoV KaL Lowa HY 
So Hb: ds iddv Mérpov cat Iwdvvny cect. 
Iv. 18 cuvkatatiepevwv 8 avtov Tn yvoun 
pwvycavres avtovs TapyyyetAavro 
So Hheig Shl.™s Lucif.: «al xadécavres airods rapry- 
yeav 70 cet. 
Vill. 6 ws de nkovoy ay ot oyAou 
Tpocexov Tos eyomevors vo giAuTrirov 
MPOTELXOV TE Ol GxAoL Tois Aeyopevors bd TOD Pidriaov cet. 
Apparently re and of dyAou were inserted after the loss of the 
previous line. 
Xlll. 44 oxedov ody n ToALS GvVNXOy akovaat TavAOU 
moAvv TE Aoyov ToLnTapevou TEpt TOV KU 
Here D appears to be alone: cyeddov raca % mods 
avvxOn axodoar tov Adyov rod KU (Gv) ce/t, Here the writer appears 
to have glanced from IlavAov to rod kv, omitting a line: tov Adyov 
was inserted to give sense. 
X1V. 19 dvatpiBovTwy avTwv Kat dvdacKOVTwV 
ernAOov tives vovda.ot 
Q7rO LKOVLOU KaL AVTLOXLAS 
So £bShl.™e, some Greek MSS., Arm. &c.: ér#AOov 
82 dd ’Avtioxeias Kal “Ikoviov lovdaton cert. 
XV. 5 ov O€ wapayyeiAavres avTous 
avaBawew mpos Tovs mperBuTEpous 
eLaveotnoav AeyovTes TLVES 
So D, apparently so/us: eavéornoay dé twes ... A€yovTes 
cette, 
12 ovveatateOepevwv de Twv TpecBuTEpO 
TOLS VITO TOV TETPOU ELPTN[LEVOLS 
exerynoey tov To TAnGos 
So Shl.: éotynoe 5¢ wav 76 rAHGos cete. 
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XV. 41-XVi. I emtotnpilwv Tas exkAnows 
mapadioous Tas evToAas Tw mperBuTEpwv 
dteAOwv Se Ta €Ovyn Tavta 
KatynvTnoev es OepBynv Kat AXvoTpav 
So Desig Shs: erurrypilov ras éxxhyolas. KaryvtTnceE 
dé kat eis AgpByv Kat eis Avotpay cett. 
XVI. 35 ypepas de yevopevys ovvnAfov ois oTpatyyot 
ETL TO AUTO ELS THV ayopav 
kau avapvynoOevres 
Tov cetpov Tov yeyovota epoByOnoav 
5 Kal amreoretAav Tous paBdovxous AeyovTas 
amoAvoov Tous avOpwrrous Ekewvous 
ous exes rapedaPes 
So Shl.™E: jépas dé yevouerns aréorerhav ot otparryot 
Tors pafdsovyous A€yovtes, “AroAvaov Tos avOpurous éxeivous cet. 
The omission of 1. 7 has already been mentioned. ‘The com- 
pressed reading seems due to the accidental omission of ll. 2-4, 
the result being that oi otparyyot xal améoreAay was emended 
to aréoreXav of oTpatnyol. 
XVil. I5 ou de KaTagTavovTes Tov 7TavAov 
nyayov ews abyvev 
mapnrGev Se tTyv Oeroadiav 
exwAvOn yap eis avTous 
Kypvéat Tov Aoyov 


or 


AaBovres de evtroAnv Tapa TavAov 
mpos Tov celtAav Kat TYLoHEov 

Here Ephrem has ‘ But the Holy Spirit prevented him from 
preaching lest they should slay him. And those who conducted 
Paul led him as far as Athens and having received from Paul 
a command to Silas and Timothy ’. 

The other MSS. have oi 8 xaOvordvres tov TladAov yyayov ews 
’AOnvav' Kal AaBdvres evtoA}y mpods Tov Sirav Kal Tindbeov. This 
reading seems based on the omission of ll. 3-5, and the subse- 
quent alteration of AaBovres dé to Kal AaBovres. 

Ephrem continues (after Timothy) ‘that they should at once 
come to him in Athens. And they went to him when they 
received the command’. JD has 

oTws ev Taxer eAOwoww 
TPOS QAUTOV eEnoav 

Rendel Harris (p. 47) points out that the rendering of Ephrem is 

due to the arrangement by orixo.in D. He says ‘the last line has 


THE GOSPELS AND ACTS 89 


been detached from the previous ones by the reader or translator 
and made into a separate sentence’, and finds in this ‘an instance 
of the early currency of the Bezan line division’. 

This remark is very interesting, since he has detected in the 
case of Ephrem, on very scanty evidence, what appears to me to 
have been true in that of the common ancestor of all our MSS., 
viz. that an arrangement in oriyou, such as is found in D, must be 
presupposed. 

XVill. 4 ELOTOPEVOLLEVOS de els THV ovvayoyyyv 

kata trav caBPBarov duedeyero 
Kat evTiOers TO Ovopa TOV KU inv 
KQL exe de OU [LOVOV LOVOGLOUS 
5 adda Kat eA\Anvas 
So @ ShL.™e: dvedéyero be &v 7H cvvaywyy cata wav oa B- 
Barov, éreOé re Iovdaious kat "EXXAnvas cette. 
Here omission of 1. 3 and probably of 1.1 has resulted in 
somewhat free handling of the text. 
12 KATETEOTYOOV opoFvpadov 
ou vovdatoe ovvAadyoavres 
pe ecavtwv ert Tov mavAov 
kau erievtes Tas XELpas 
5 nyayov QUTOV €7TL TO Bypo. 
So £1 Shi. Es: xoreréotyncav bpodvpadov ot “lovdaior 7d 
IlavAw, kai yyayov abtov éxi 76 Biya cet, 

Here the omission appears to be twofold. In the first place the 
writer passed from “Iovdator to éxi tov IatAoyv in the line below, 
and secondly he omitted 1. 4. 

XX. 12 acralopevwv be QUTWV 

nyayev TOV VEAVLOKOV Cwvra. 
So D, apparently solus: ipyayov 8 tov raida Lavra cett, 
15 Tn Oe erepa wapehaBopev es capov 
Kal pevavTes EV TPwyvALA. 
™ €pxopnevn nAGopev es eL.AnToVv 
So Hig Shi. Gs, most Greek MSS., and Chrys.: rp de 
érépa rapeBddopev cis Sdpov, TH de exopevy HAOopey cis MéAyrov 
ABR. ' 

This is one of the passages upon which Ramsay founds his 
theory that the ‘ glossator’ of D possessed exceptional knowledge 
of geography. He says ‘highly probable, for the promontory of 
Trogyllium projects far out between Samos and Miletus and the 
little coasting vessel would naturally touch there’ (p. 155). 
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15-16 aveBavopev evs tepovraAnp 

aro Kecapatas OvV N/LELV 

ovtou Oe nyayov nULas 

Tap W fer. Ow pev 

Kal TApayEVvOHLEVOlL €lS TLVA KWELYV 

eyevopeba Tapa VATWVL TLVL KUT plo 

So Shims. dveBatvoper eis ‘IepoveaAnp. ocvvpdrOov b€ Kat 

tov pabyrav dd Kaucapeias ov jpiv, &yovres rap’ & EevicPGpev Mva- 
covi tut Kurpio cett. 

The first remark which I would make is, that the text of D is 
clearly defective here. The words cvvjdOov dé kai tov pabyraov are 
necessary, and must have formed a oriyos which has dropped out 
after ‘IepoveaAnp. 

The ordinary text makes St. Paul go from Caesarea to Jerusalem, 
a distance of 68 miles, in one day, that of D makes him stay for 
a night in a village. Ramsay, who pointed this out, thinks that 
the ‘interpolator ’ was well acquainted with the route. It is difficult 
to think that St. Luke could make such a blunder. 


22 Tl OVV EOTLY TAVTWS 
See tANOos ovvedOew 
akovoovTat yap ott eA\nAvOas 
So & and most MSS.: B C'€ Eth. Orig. have ri ovv 
éott; TavTws akovoovTat OTL €AndAVOas. 
25 mept Oe Twv TeriaTEVKOTWY eOvwr 
ovdev EXOVOL eye TpPOs GE 
NMELS yap amreoTetAapev KpeELvovTes 
pndev TOLOUTOV TYPELV AUTOVUS 
5 ec py prvrdacoec Oar avtovs To e:dwAobvtTov 
Here 1.2 is also given by Zig Gs, The other MSS. omit it 
and ydp in the next line, but otherwise agree with D, except 
A BNE, which omit pyde... ei wy. Apparently 1. 4 was lost, 
and the «i yu was struck out to make sense. 

The cumulative evidence yielded by these two classes of 
omissions seems to me decisive, and the only conclusion to which 
I can come is that behind all our MSS. we have an archetype 
arranged in oriyou similar to those which are found in D. This, 
it will be remembered, is what Rendel Harris has divined in the 
case of Ephrem’s MS., although on very scanty evidence. 

This conclusion entirely upsets all previous theories, and at first 
sight appears bewildering. There is, however, a simple explana- 
tion. ‘The Acts come to an abrupt end, and leave St. Paul in 
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Rome teaching with freedom in his hired house. As we are told 
nothing about the trial, and its result, the most natural supposi- 
tlon is that the Acts were written before this by the faithful 
eyewitness who shared his travels. Now, if the Acts were written 
in Rome, it would be only natural that a Latin translation should 
be issued for the use of those converts whose knowledge of Greek 
was defective. If so, the arrangement of the Greek in orixo, 
with a line for line translation in Latin, would provide the best 
means of providing for their needs. I do not suggest that the 
Acts were originally published in this form. An original in Greek 
only would obviously come first. 
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I Now proceed to deal with some more complicated differences 
between D and the received text. In the light of the passages 
previously considered the situation is changed, and now I venture 
to treat the ordinary readings as abbreviations of the primitive 
text. 

ill. TI exmopevopevov Oe Tov TeTpOV KAL LWAaVOU 

ouveerropeveTo KPQaTOV QUTOUS 
ot de Gap Bnbevtes ectnoav 
«/ TH OTOa n KaAovpEvn Toopwvos EkOapPot 
ih has exeun 
tibus autem petro et iohanne simul et ipse prodiebat 
tenens eos et concurrit omnis populus ad eos in porti 
cu quae uocatur solomonis stupentes 
The other MSS. give 
Kparovvros 8¢ abrod tov Hérpov Kat lwavyyny ovvedpape mpos adbrods 
mas 6 Aads ert TH OTOa TH Kaovpevy LoAopdvros exPap Por. 
Here the omission of ]. 1 seems to have resulted in recasting of 
the text. 
X. 25 mpoceyyilovtos de Tov rerpov 
els THV KQLOQPlLav 
Tpodpapwv es Twv SovAWY 
duecahnoev TAPAayEeyovevat QUTOV 
5 0 de KopynALos exrndynoas 
KQL OVVAVTYHOAS AVTW 
So Lig Shims, 
dos O€ éyévero Tod eloeA Oty Tov Tlérpov, cvvavrycas aitd 6 KopvipAuos 
cett. 
Here ll. 2-4 are omitted, probably also 1. 1 dropped out, and 
a substitute inserted from the context. 

Rendel Harris (p. 63) remarks that ‘the account is as life-like 
as anything we could wish, and agrees with the statement that 
Cornelius had sent ¢wo slaves’, The ordinary reading seems very 
bald. 

xi. 250 eV OUV TETPOS dua tKaVOU XKPOVvOU 
NOernoat TopevOyvar evs leporoAupa 
kat TpoTpwvytas Tovs adeApous 


Ka ervoTnpisas avtTovs toXvy Aoyov 
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5 mowovpevos dia Twv Ywpwv 
dWacrkwv avrovs os Kal KaTHVTNOEY avToLS 
KQL amnyytAev QUTOLS THV Xap TOU Ov 
ou de ex rrepitopns adeAdor SiexpivovTo 
mpos avtov Aeyovres 
So £Pw Shi. 
The ordinary reading is: 
ore b¢ dvéBn Ilérpos eis ‘TepoodAvpa, Stexpivovro mpos adtov of ék 
mepitouns, A€yovtes. 
Here there seems to have been a double omission. In the first 
place the writer has passed from 1. 1 Térpos to es, which is just 
underneath, and subsequently to have omitted Il. 3-7. 
25  axovoas de ort cavdos ect ets Oapoov 
e&p\Oev avalntwv avtov 
Kal WS TVVTVXWV TapeKadeceV 
eAGew eis avTioxetav 
So Leigp Shims, 
The ordinary reading is: 
efprAGe Se cis Tapody avalntioa Saddov, kal etpov yyayev eis 
*Avridxetav. 
This looks like a deliberate attempt at compression. 
27 KatyndOov aro tepoooAvpwv 
TpoPHTat ELS AVTLOXELAV 
nv de ToAXN ayadALac1s 
cvvertpappevov Se nw 
5 epy eis €& avtwy ovopati ayafos 
So Zw August. 
The ordinary reading is: 
katprOov dd ‘Iepocod\vpov mpopfrat eis Avridxevav. dvacras dé 
els €€ airav, dvopare” Ayafsos. 
Here the omission of ll. 3-4 seems to have led to the insertion 
of dvacras d¢ in |. 5. 
xiv. 2 o1 de apxitvvaywyot Tw LovdaLov 
KGL Ol APXOVTES THS TVAYWYNS 
exnyayov avTors Ouypov Kata. TWV Sikawwv 
Kau ekakwoay Tas Wuxas Tov eOvwv 
Kata Twv adehpuwv 
So Shl.ms, 
The ordinary reading is : : 
of 82 dreOjoavres “Tovdator emnyeupav (+ diypov E Liew) cai 
exdkwoay Tas Woxas TOV eOvov Kata TOV ddeAPov, 
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Here there is nothing to correspond to 1. 2, probably 1. 1 was also 
omitted and replaced by of 82 dmeuijoarres “Lovdator (cf. xvii. 5). 
XV. 2 YEevopevys be EKTAC EWS 
Kat Cytnoews ovK odtyns 
TWH TavAw Kal BapvaBa OvV QUTOLS 
eAeyey yap 0 TavXos pevey ovTWS 
5 Kabws exiotevoav Sucyupiopevos 
ot de eAnAvOores azo LepoveaAnp 
TapyyyeiAay avtois Tw Taviw Kar BapvaBa 
Kau TIcw adAous avaBauvev 
So Hhl.me, The words dreyey yap... ériotevoav also have the 
support of Leis w, 
The ordinary reading is: 
yevoperys 88 ordcens Kal Lyticews odk ddtyns TO TavrAw kal TO 
BapvéBa mpds abrods éragay dvaBaivew Hatdov kat Bapva fav 
kai Twas aAdXovs. 
Here the source of the omission is clear, viz. that the copyist 
passed from 7@ avAw xat BapvdBa in 1. 3 to the same words in 
1. 7, omitting the intervening words. In order to give a sense 
éragav was introduced. ‘This is a very instructive case. 
5 ot de wapayyerartes avtTots 
avaBawew pos Tous tperButTEpous 
eLavertnoav Neyovres TwWes 
aro TNS EPETEWS TWV papioawov 
TEMTLOTEVKOTES OTL deu TEPLTEMVELV QuTOUS 
Here D seems to be unsupported. 
The ordinary reading is: 
eavértyoay S€ TwWes ard THS atpecews TOV Papiraiwy TeTUTTEUKOTES, 
Neyovres OTe Ae? repitéuvew adrovs. 

The reading of D presents some difficulty, since A€yovres goes 
better before 67. Ac. Also, something seems lost, e. g. cat dAAou 
before wes The arrangement of the oréyou is not perfect, since 
memotevkdres Should go with the preceding line. The first two 
orixou have been omitted in the other copies. 

XVi. se) dveyepOeus OvuV dunynoaro TO Opawa HPV 

Kal EVONTAMEV OTL TPOTKEKAYTAL NAS O KS 
evayyeAurac bat TOUS €V ™ pakedovia 
7 Se eravpov axOevtes aro Tpwados 


Here dieyepOeis . . . évojoapev is supported by 8, and 77 88 éatpiov 
avaxGevres by S hl.me, 
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The ordinary reading is: 
as b€ 70 dpapa. cider, cdbéws eLytiocapev eéedOeiv «is tHv Maxedoviar, 
ovpPiBdlovres dt. mpookéxAnrar Huds 6 Ocds evayyeAicac bau 
avtovs. davaybévres ov ard Tis Tpwddos. 
This is a very puzzling case. 

38-40 amyyyeiAar de avros ov otparyyors 

ot paBdovyxot Ta pnuara TavTa 
Ta pnbevra pos Tous oTparyyous 
ou be axoveravres oTt pwpatot evoLv 

5 epoBnOnoay Kar Tapayevopevor 
peta pidwv rodAwv es THY pvAaKnv 
mapekadecav avtous e€eAOew evrovres 
nyvonoapev ta Kal vas 
oT eotat avdpes dikaroL 

10 Kau eLayayovTes 
mapekaXeray avtovs A€eyovTes 
ek TNS TOAEwS TavTyS e€eAOare 
pyrote Tadw cvvotpapwcw pw 
emixpagovres Ka vwv 

15 e€eAOovtes de ex THs pudAakys 
nAGov mpos THY Avovav 
Kal LOOVTES TOUS adeAdous 
dunyyoravto ova erownrev KS avToLs 
TapakaAecavTes avtous Kat eénOav 

Rendel Harris (p. 27) quotes from Ephrem : 

‘So then that this favour might be unto them, they came and 
besought of them, saying, we knew not that ye were just men, 
even as the earthquake indeed presaged of you. So then we ask 
of you this favour, depart from this city, lest the same men gather 
together after the earthquake against you who before the earth- 
quake were gathered together.’ 

Lines 8-14 are supported by S$hl. There is also some Latin 
authority for them and for Il. 17-19 Tovs ddeAgois . . . airovs. 

The ordinary reading is: 

arnyyeAav 8& Trois aoTparnyots ot paBdsovxou Ta pypata tadra’ 

ehoBnOnoay Se axovoavtes bre ‘Pwpatol cio Kal eAOdvtes 
mapexdAdecav adtovs, Kal egayayovres npwrov dmredOety dard THs 
modews. eeAOdvtes SE ex rhs pvdakys ciopAOov mpos THY 
Avdiav’ Kat iddvres TapexdArcoay Tos ddeAgods Kat EGov. 
Here we have to notice a series of omissions. Lines 3 and 6 
have disappeared. The writer then appears to have passed from 
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mapexdrecay abrovs in 1. 7 to the same words in |. 11, but to have 
partially rectified his error by inserting 1. ro. Lines 13 and 14 are 
omitted: also 1. 18, the last omission causing some slight alteration 
in the wording. There seems to be a combination of accidental 
omission and condensation. 
XVili. 27 ev d¢ TH eheow eridynpovrvTes 

TILES KopwvOt01 KGL O@KOVUGQAVTES AUTOU 

mapekaXovy due ovv avTo.s 

els THV TaTplioa avTwV 

5 TVVKATAVEVO AVTOS be QvuTOU 

ot epeovor eypaay Tors ev KopwOw pabyrars 

ows amrodeewvTat Tov avdpa 

os erlonpnoas els THV axaav 

modu cuveBadXeTOo ev Tats eKKANTLALS 
So $ hl.™s, with some Latin support. 

The ordinary reading is: 

Bovdopévov 8é aidtod dueAGety cis TH ’Ayatav tpotpeapevor ot aded- 
oi éypaay tors pabytais arodéEacbar aitov’ Os mapayevo- 
pevos cvveBadeTo TOAD Tois TeTLTTEVKOTL OLa THS XAPLTOS. 

This is a difficult case. It looks as if Il. 1-4 had been omitted 
and replaced by a summary drawn from the context. On the 
other hand I should be disposed to look on rots remucrevxdot ded 
THs Xapitos as a otixos which has been omitted by D. 

Xix. I GeAovtos de Tov tavAov 

KaTQ TV wouay BovdAnv 
mopever Oar evs LepoooAupa 
€LTTEV AUTW TO TVA uTooTpepety €ls TV ATLAV 
5 dveAOwy de Ta avwrepika pepn 
EPXETAL ELS EpETOV 
So Shl.™g, with some Latin support. 

The ordinary reading is: 

eyeveto 5¢ €v TO Tov "AToAAD civar ev KopivOw MataAov dueAOdvra Ta 
dvwtepika pepy éOeiv cis "Eecor. 

Probably ll. 1-4 were omitted and replaced by a supplement 
drawn from the context. 

Rendel Harris (p. 48) quotes from Ephrem ‘ Paul wished of his 
own will to go to Jerusalem, but the Spirit sent him back to Asia 
. .. he went round the upper region and came down to Ephesus’. 

14 €V OLS KQAL VLOL OKEVA TLYOS LEPEWS 
eAnoav TO QUTO TOO at 


fos eLxav Tous TovovTous efopKiCeuw 
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kau eveOovres mpos Tov SarpoviCopevov 
5 npEavto emikahercOan To ovopa Neyovres 
mapayyeAopev cou ev inv 
ov wravdos e&eAOew Kypvocer 
The words é&e\Oeiv xnpvooe in |. 7 are in the wrong order. The 
Latin is guem paulus praedicat exire. The error is rectified by 
a corrector. 

D is here supported by $ hl.™g, 

The ordinary reading is: 

Hoav 6€ Twos SKeva lovdaiov apxepews Era viol TOUTO TOLOUTES- 

Ramsay says ‘D here gives a text which is intelligent, con- 
sistent, and possible: the accepted text is badly expressed, and 
even self-contradictory ’ (p. 153). He refers to the fact that in v. 16 
the sons of Sceva are said to be two in number (xaraxuprevoras 
dppotépwv), not seven. Also, it is difficult to see the meaning of 
apxvepéws here. The context rather implies that Sceva was a 
heathen who copied the Jewish exorcists mentioned in v. 13. 

Apparently ll. 3-7 have been omitted, and ll. 1-2 remodelled. 

The corruption érra vio is very odd. I can only suggest that 
¢ (= éqr4) is due to misunderstanding of ¢ (= jrec), a well-known 
critical mark,’ 

The whole passage is a striking example of D’s superiority to 
the other MSS, 

I have hitherto abstained from mentioning two famous readings 
of D, viz. xii. 10 Kau e&eAOovres KareBnoav Tous V6 Babpovs 

kat TpoonAGay pupnv puav 

kat evfews areatn 0 ayyeXos am avTov 

KQL O TETPOS EV EAUTW yevopevos ELT EV 
Here & has the equivalent for xaréByoav rods Babpors kat: other 
MSS. omit the passage. It is impossible to suppose that an 
interpolator invented such a striking detail as the descent of the 
seven steps. One can imagine St. Peter counting them as he 
walked. 

The omission here is not quite similar to those which I have 
previously considered, since it is not an entire line which has been 
dropped, as would have been the case if rpoo\Oov had also been 
omitted. Probably the writer was puzzled by the occurrence of 
«ai at the beginning of four orixou. 

1 This is found in the forms ¢” and ¢y in the papyrus of Sophocles, /chneutae, 


Ox. 1174 (cent. ii), and ¢y is used for ¢yryréor five times in Zebtunis, ii. 343 
(cent. ii). I owe these references to Dr. Hunt. 


1655 re] 


98 THE PRIMITIVE TEXT OF 


xix. 9 To KaOnpepav Svadeyopevos ev TH TXOAH 
TUPQVVLOU TWOS ATO WPAs aa EWS dexarns 
The words ruds .. . Sexdryns are supported by sis S him, and 
some minuscules: the other MSS. omit them. The statement that 
St. Paul taught from the first to the fifth hour is so vivid and minute 
that in Ramsay’s opinion ‘it can only be deliberate impertinence 
(which is improbable) or founded upon actual tradition’ (p. 1 gay 
I have no explanation to offer for the omission. 
To these I may add xix. 28: 
TavtTa d€ akOVTAVTES 
Kau yevopevor TAnpers Ovjov 
dpapovtes evs TO appodov expalov AeyovTes 
peyadn aptepis eperiwv 
So Shl.ms: om. Spapdvres cis 76 dodov ceft. Ramsay remarks: 
‘The addition increases the individuality and the local colour, and 
possibly an actual tradition surviving in Ephesus fixed the house 
or the public s/oa where the preliminary meeting was held, and the 
street along which the artisans ran invoking the goddess’ (p. 153). 
Ramsay, who has done so much to point out the value of D in 
the Acts, holds that these striking readings came from a very well 
informed glossator. Rendel Harris (p. 65) remarks that ‘if the 
glossator be a separate person from the author, he must have had 
the soul of a harmonist, but he must also have been gifted with some 
of the trained instincts of a modern critic’. Lake very properly 
expresses doubt ‘whether such good work is really that of a 
glossator’. The supposed glossator appears to me no other than 
St. Luke himself, whose words have been preserved by D. 
I have not included in this discussion some important passages 
for which we have not now the evidence of D. These are: 
Vill. 37 «tre d¢ 5 @idurmos, Ei mioteders @€& SANs THs Kapdias, 
teat. daroxpibels S8 etre, Mucrevw rov dv Tod Ov evae tov Iv 
Xv (94). 
So #Shl. Arm. Iren. and some Greek MSS. including £. 
Ix. 5 oxAnpdv cou mpds Kevtpa Aaxktilew. tpewwv Te Kat OapBav 
clrev, Ke, TL pe Oéders TorRoar; Kal 6 KS mpds adrdv (85). 
So #Shl.™s Lucif. Amb. 
The words oxAypov . . . Aaxrifew are inserted after ri pe SudKets ; 
instead of after dv od dudKes, by Z. 
Xxlil. 24 €boByOnyap piroredprdacavres adrov of lovdator droKxrevo- 


ow kai adtos petagd eyxAnpa exn ds apyvptov ciAndos (93): 
So # Shi. 


a 
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o \ A ‘\ ¢€ / ta) 
XXIV. 6 Kal KaTd Tov Huerepov vopov AOeAHoaper Kpivas. Taped Oov 
‘\ FF c vi fal lal lal 
d¢ Avoias 6 xiNiapyos peta tods Bias éx Tov XEtpOv Hudv 
> 4 ua ‘\ a 
amyyaye, KeAevoas TOvs KaTIYOpoUs adTod epyeo Oa ei ce (141). 


So Zeig S hl. Eth. and &. 


XXVill. 16 6 ExaTOVTApXOS TapEdwKe TOS Secpiovs TO oTparoTeddpxw 
(49). 
So # Shi. Eth. 
29 Kal TadTa avrod eirdvTos dx7jdOov oi "lovdaior, roddijv EXovTes ev 
é€avtois cveyrnow (69). 
So % hl. and most Greek MSS.: om. 8B A, alii. 

It is highly probable that D here agreed with its allies. 

The last of these passages differs from the others, since it has 
the support of most Greek authorities. The omission may be 
characteristic of a particular group. 

I have numbered the letters, in order to bring out the fact that 
viii. 37 and xxiii. 24 are of equal length. This may be due to 
chance, or may show that the omission represents lines of an 
intermediate MS., not written in oriyo.. The coincidence is 
certainly striking. 

I now proceed to consider the relation of D to the archetype. 
If we assume, as seems to me probable, that this was written 
about A.D. 62, it follows that some 440 years, or more, must have 
elapsed before D was written. There is room for a number of 
intermediate MSS. during this period. It is, therefore, likely that 
a certain amount of change has taken place in the arrangement of 
the oréyo., and that several more omissions in the ordinary text 
would be explicable, if we had these in their primitive form. 
Thus xviii. 19 D gives: 

KaTavTnoas de eis eperov 

KQL TW ETTLOVTL caf Barw €KELVOUS kareAurrev €KEL 
autos Se eiceA wy eis THY TVVaAYwynV 

dueAeyero TOLS Lovoatots. 

The words 7 éridvre caBBdtw (without xa‘) are supported by 
Hb Shi. E8: om. cett. 

There is no reason for saying that St. Paul left Aquila and 
Priscilla on the Sabbath, but every reason for saying that he went 
into the synagogue on that day. I suspect, therefore, that the 
words (size xa‘) should come after cwaywyiv. 

1 Cf. xv. 24 A€yovres mepirépverbar al rypeiv Tov vdpov (38). These words, 
omitted by D as well as by NBA, are found in C Z and most Greek MSS. 
Possibly this passage should be added to the list. 
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On one occasion D has an obvious transposition, viz. : 
v. 29 meWapxew Se Ow paddov 7» avOpw7rors 
o O€ TeTpos EvTEV TPOS AUTOS 

This is not shared by 4. 

On some occasions the reading of ¢ shows that something has 
been lost by D, e.g. : 

xl. 26 éyévero S& aitois Kal evavtdv Gov cvvaxPjvar ev 77 

éexxAnota, Kal didaéar dxAov ixavor. 

Here Dd read as follows : 
OlTWWES Trapayevopevot EVLaVTOV OAOV contigit uero eis annum totum 
ouvexvOnoav oxAov LKQVOV commiscere ecclesiam 


Here D has omitted év 77 éxxAnola kai didagar (the words are 
supplied by a later hand), while d omits kat 8dagar dyAov ixavov. 
It is to be noticed that d appears to render éyévero dé avrois, the 
ordinary reading. 

XX1. 39 €v TAapoW be TNS KUALKLAS YEVEVH-EVOS 

n 


tarsesis ex ciliciae non ignotae ciuitatis 
Here D has omitted ov« dojpov roAews woAiryns after Kuuxias, 
while @ has no equivalent for yeyevyypévos. Neither renders 
woXirns. 
xvii. 5. Here the ordinary reading is 
, XV «>? ca ‘\ , a“ > 4 ‘ 
fnacavres Sé of “Iovdator, kat rpoodaBopevor Tdv ayopaiwy Twas 
dvdpas tovnpovs. 


Dd give 
ot de areiHouvtes vovdatot adsuptis uero iudaeis 
ovvotpeWartes Tivas avdpas conuertentes quosdam uiros 
TOV AYOPALWVY TOVYNPOUS forenses subdoles 


Here d has no equivalent for dzevfotvtes, while adsuwmptis looks 
like a mistranslation of rpocAaBopevor. 

There are some minor discrepancies. Thus d@ has no equivalent 
for rovjoa 7 (iv. 14),' rvdAdvos (xii. 13), Or ducyxupifopevos (xv. 2). 
Also d sometimes mistranslates, e. g. : 

XVili. 5 mapeyevovto Se aro Tys paKedovias 

ut uero aduenerunt in macedonia 
* Both D and d have numerous slips, e. g. iv. 29 ayras (= daretdds) 
D, minacias d, i. 15 non omnium d@: dvoudrwv D, iv. 33 testim a: 
paptipiov D, vi. 15 stans d@: extwros D {stantis 2). 
It is obvious that D (and @) sometimes omit. I arrange these 


1 So D: om. plerique. 
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omissions in order of magnitude, and asterisk those where ih 
supports the usual reading. 

(10) iv. 13 Kal iSidrar om. D. 

(14) i. 9 Brerdvrwv airév om. D August. 

(21) xvil. 34 *kal yum) dvdpare Adpapis om. D. 

At the beginning of the next oriyos D has etoyrpwv. As this 
epithet is especially used of women, it seems to be a relic of the 
missing Damaris. Ramsay (p. 161) thinks that there was an 
intentional excision due to the ‘ Asiatic distaste for prominence 
of women’. 

iv. I *xal 6 otparyyos tod tepod om. D. 

(22) il. 31 mpoiddv edddAnoev rept ris om. D. The words are 
inserted by a later hand. 

x1. 26 év rH éxxAnoia Kal Siddéar om. D, cf. supra. 

xxl. 6 Kal dvéBnpev cis 7d wAotov om. D. 

39 ovK Gonpov roAEws ToAITyns Om. D. 
(23) xxl. 16 ow7qAOov 88 Kat Tov pabynrav om. D. 
(24) xviil. 3 *joav yap oxynvoraol rH Téxvn om. D Leis, 

This personal detail must be genuine. 

(25) il. 19 aipa Kal rip Kat dtpida Karvod om. D Lis P Priscill. 
(35) xvii. 18 dre Tov W Kal Thy avdoracw einyyeAiLero om. D LE, 

To these I should be inclined to add: 

XVlil. 27 tois wemuorevkoot Sia THs xdpuros om. D (29). 

It will be observed that out of these 13 cases 9 are omissions 
of 21-5 letters. This is a singular coincidence. It may be 
accounted for by the fact that this is a very frequent length for 
a orixos in D. 

I proceed to say a few words concerning %}, This is stated to 
have been written in the fifth century. If so, it may be older than 
D. It is written in long lines of about 38-40 letters to the line. 
There are, I think, indications that it is derived from an ancestor 
written in orixou similar to those of D. I quote the following 
passages as given in D: 

ili. 13 Kata mpoowrrov 7ethatou 

TOU KPelVaVvTOS EKELVOU 
arroAvew avtov Gedovtos 
Here 4 has 

ante faciem pilati illo uolente eum dimittere, 07. rod kpivavtos 

éxeivou. 

iv. IO-II ev TOUVTW OVTOS TapegTHKEV 


EVWTLOV VLWV VYLNS 
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ovtos eat 0 AvOos o c~ovOernes vp Nmwv 
TOV OLKOOOPWY 
5 0 yevopevos evs Kepadyy ywvias 
Kau ovK ext ev aAw ovdevt 
D here appears to have omitted 4 cwrypia after oidevt. The 


reading of / is: 
in illo iste conspectu uestro sanus ad 


stat in alio autem nullo. hic est lapis qui contem 
tus est a uobis quia aedificatis qui factus est in caput 
anguli 
transposing kal ob« éorw év ddAw ovdevi from ywvias (at the end of 
1. 5) to dyujs (at the end of 1. 2). The transposition is shared by 
£ hi.™g and Cyprian 
ib. 13-14 emeyeivwoxov de avtous ot ovv TW TU Noav 
tov avOpwrov BXerovres 
OVV QAUTWV EOTWTA TOV teOepamevpevov 
ovdey ELXov ToLyTaL N avTiTeEW 
Here 4 omits l. 1 swo Zoco and after contradicere (= avreureiv) has 
quidam autem ex ipsis agnosce 
bant eis quoniam cum ihu conuersabantur 
I have already noted important agreements of # with D, viz. : 
v. 38 et non maculetis manus uestras 
39 neque uos neque 
principes ac tyranni abstinete itaquae uos ab is- 
-tis hominibus 
vi. 8 in nomine ihu xpi (so xviii. 8) 
Io et quod reuincentur 
ab eo cum omni fiducia tunc itaque non ualen 
tes resistere aduersus ueritatem 
15 stantis inter illos 
vill, I qui remanserant hierosylymis 
XIV. 7 ut motum est omne genus in doctrina eorum 
paulus autem et barnabas commorabantur in lystris 
g et habens timorem 
ro tibi dico in nomine ihu nostri dii fili di 
Xviil. 2 qui uenerunt in achaiam 
4 interponens nomen domini 
6 cum multis fieret uerbum et scripturae interpretarentur 


iil. 23 hic contemplatus oculis su 
is cum uidisset petrum et iohannem 
iv. r8 consentientibus autem ad sententiam denuntiauerunt 
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xiv. 19 et cum ibi commorarentur et doce 
rent superuenerunt quidam iudaei ab iconia et antio 
chia 

xviii. 12 exurreserunt con 


sentientes iubaei et conlocuti secum de paulo inie 
cerunt ei manus 

On the other hand, / has passages omitted by D, viz. : 

iv, 2 et praetor templi 

13 et idiotae 
xvii. 34 et mulier nomine damalis 
xviii. 3 erant enim arteiicio lectari 

On one occasion, where D is deficient, 4 has a reading which 
seems to be genuine, viz. : 

ix. 20 cum omni fiducia, so Irenaeus: om. ce¢t. 

More doubtful cases are 

xiv. 18 adAda ropeverHau Exacrov eis Ta idua, C and some minus- 

cules, $ hl.mg Arm. 

Here % has et dimiserunt eos ab (i.e. ad) se. 

ib. 19 Kat weicavres Tovs dyAovs. 

We find in # a fuller version, viz. : 

qui palam disputabant uerbum di persuadebant 
illis hominibus ne crederent eis docentibus dicentes 
quia nihil ueri dicunt sed in omnibus mentiuntur 
et concitaberunt turbam 
20 Kukdwodvtwy 6 atrov tav pabyrdv| tunc circumdederunt 
eum dicentes (= discentes) et | cum discessisset populus 
vespere. 

In xiv. 6 after xarépvyov eis tas TéXets THs AvKaovias h adds sicut 
ihs dixerat eis LX [XII?]. The reference is to the directions given 
to the 72 in Luke x. 11. This appears to be a gloss which would be 
more appropriate, if it came at xiii. 51 éxrwa€dpevor Tov Kovioprov 
Tov trodav ér avtovs. It may have been entered on the wrong 
folio of an ancestor." 

I have noticed the following omissions, where D is extant : 

vi. 5 Kal TH dvaKovia (13) 
XVili. 5 ovvelyero TO Adyw TadAos, Siapaprupovpevos Tots ‘lovdalois 
elvan rov xv KV w (64) 
Also, where we have not the evidence of D: 
XxVi. 26 od re(Oopar (10) 
XXVil. 7 Kata Sadpovnv (12) 
T Cfo pp. 10, 08: 
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xxvi. 26 kal rappynoraldpevos (18) 
22 dxpe rhs Hepas tavrys (19) 
26 ov ydp éorw ev ywvia mexpaypéevov TOUTO (33) 
XXVil. I Gs 52 expiOn Tod drordelv Has eis THY “IraALav (38) 
2 pédAdovrte wHeiv eis Tos Kara THY ’Aciav TOroUS (38) 
ix. 12 kal elev dvdpa ’Avaviay dvépare ciaehOdvra, Kal érbevra 
air ras xeipas, rus dvaBreWy (73) 

The only point which I would notice is that the number 38 
occurs twice, and that 19 (18) also occurs. 

There is a curious passage where the text of % has been ab- 
breviated, whether by accident or otherwise, viz. : 

xxvii. 11-13 6 8& éxardvrapyos TO KuBepyyty Kal TG vavkAjpe 

padAov érelOero % rots bd Tod IlavAov eyomevors. avevOErov 
8& tod Aysévos tiadpyovros mpos wapaxepaciay of wXelovs 
Zevro Bovdyv avaxOjvat exeiber, cimws SvvawTo KaTavTnTAVTES 
eis Doivixa rapaxerpacar, Ayeva tHS Kpyrns BA€rovra Kara 
NBa Kai Kata yOpov. trorvedoavtos dé vorov, SdgavTes THS 
mpobécews KekpaTnkeval, apavtes Gooov TapehéyovTo. 

For this / gives 

gubernator autem 
et magister navis cogitabant nauigare si forte possent 
uenire phoenicem in portum qui est cretae consen 
tiebant illis magis centurio quam pauli uerbis et 
dum flat auster tulimus celerius et sublegebamus 
The equivalent in Greek would be: 

6 8 KvBepyyrys Kal 6 vavKAnpos eOevto Bovdjy avaxOjvac éxeibev el- 
mws Svvawro eAGely eis Poivixa, Apeva THS Kpyrys. 6 dé Exatdv- 
Tapxos madAov éreiHero avrois 7 Tots td Tod IlavAov Aeyope- 
vous. trorvevoavtos St voTov apavtes Gooov TapeAcyoueba. 

Here there is no equivalent for dvevOérov 5¢.. . of tAelous (57), 
Brérovta . « » x@pov (28), ddgavres THs . . . KexparnKévat (32). 
There is also a dislocation of the words padXov éreibero . . . 
Aeyouévors (41) with some consequential changes. The process is 
curiously like that which has already been observed in the develop- 
ment of the ordinary Greek recension. 

As I have mentioned that some omissions of % coincide with 
orixo in J, Ladd the following examples of a similar phenomenon 
in the case of N: 

li, 21 Kat evra as os av exikadeoyTat TO ovoua TOV KU 

cwOnoerar 
om. &®. 
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X1V. 20 Kat THY eravpiov e&n\Oev 
ovv To BapvaBa es depBnv 
evayyeAiCopevor Se Tous ev TH rode 

om. ®. 

I add the following corruption. 

XIX. 22 evtwy ort pera TO yeverOau pe Exet 
Ger pat KoL pwpnv evdey 
Kau aTooretAas Els THY pPakedoviay 
dv0 Tw SiaxovovvTwv avTw 


Tiwobcov KL EPATTOV 
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N has éiz rysoeov. The writer appears to have looked back 


four orixou 


1658 : 2 


CHAPTER SAh1 


In the preceding discussion I have confined myself strictly to 
the special investigation which I have had in view. Thus I have 
said nothing about the Vulgate. It must not, therefore, be thought 
that I undervalue the great work of Jerome. On the contrary, 
one of the chief results of my inquiry has been to show me the 
immense importance of the Latin evidence. Since, however, the 
Vulgate represents the recension of a critic, founded upon the Old 
Latin versions, but corrected from Greek MSS., it does not help 
us to unravel the tangled skein. For this purpose the primitive 
and illiterate versions of the earlier translators are more valuable. 

I have made no attempt to acquaint myself with the Higher 
Criticism of the Gospels. Such studies belong to other inquiries, 
and are, in a sense, posterior to the facts which I have endeavoured 
to collect. 

I have said little about interpolation, since this is not the subject 
with which I am concerned. I do not doubt that there are some 
interpolations where doctrinal points are concerned. Such variants 
as those in Matt. 1, 16: 

© pynotevdeica rapbévos Mapiip eyévvnrev “Inooty tov Aeydomevov 

Xpiordv ZS Arm. 

tov avdpa Mapias, é js éyevvyiOn ‘Incods 6 Aeyopevos Xpioros cert. 
must be due to set purpose. So also the different versions of the 
genealogy in Luke iii admit of no other explanation. 

In the great majority of cases, however, there is no possible 
reason for interpolation, and the hypothesis of omission is very 
much more simple. If this is so, the shorter reading can no 
longer claim preference on account ofits brevity. I would illustrate 
by a very few examples : 

John vii. 46 ovd€rore ottws dvOpwros éAdAnoev, ds obTos Aare? 6 

avOpwros. 
Here B has the abbreviated reading ovdérore éAdAnoev ovbrus 
dvOpwrros, SO recent editors." To my ears the fuller reading seems 
much more emphatic. The omission is easily explained by the 
repetition, 


* Tf B's ancestor had inverted the first words, giving obdénore éAdAnoev ov Tws 
dy@pwros, the rest would be easily omitted (hom.), 
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John il. 15 ta ras § moteur ev ait® py ardAnrat, GAN éxn Cory 
QLWVLOV. 
Here 8 B omit py drdAnrar ddN (13), which may well have formed 
a line in an ancestor. Without the antithesis the sense is very tame. 
Mark ix. 38 cidouev twa év 76 dvdpari cov éxBdAXovTa. Sarpdvia, Os dK 
axorovbed Huiv, Kat exwAvopmev adtov, St. odk dKodovOel Hiv. 
Here 5 omit 8s otk dxoovbe? nev after daovia. Nothing could 
be simpler than the hypothesis of omission from homoeoteleuton, 
and to me the fuller form seems thoroughly in keeping with the 
style of the New Testament. 

It has already been pointed out by others’ how much more 
preferable on literary grounds the two synonyms aivodvres Kat 
evdoyovvres are to the simple edAoyotvres (BS) in Luke xxiv. 43. 
It is a mistake to make the Evangelist, to quote the French 
phrase, ¢res avare de ses paroles. 

For such reason I am very sceptical as to many of Hort’s 
‘conflate readings’. JI venture upon one suggestion which may 
be considered bold. 

Luke vi. 48 kai ov« tcxvoe cadrcioa adtyy. 

Here most MSS., including 4 CD, add: 
TeOepehinto yap emt thy wérpav (26) 
For this 2 &, and some others, give : 
dua TO KaAGS oikodopjobar aityv (27) 

The second reading is so weak, as compared with the first, that 
it is unfair to St. Luke to suppose that it can have been the 
original, if it stands by itself. If, however, it is combined with 
the variant, as apparently in the Ethiopian, the sense is admirable, 
Viz. : 

‘because it was well built. For it was founded upon a rock’. 

In support of this it may be noticed that one variant contains 
26 letters and the other 27. Neither appears in $8, a fact which 
may show that there was some confusion. 

I am aware that I am laying myself open to the imputation of 
foisting all manner of interpolations upon Holy Wnit. I would 
reply by saying that those critics who are most sceptical in the 
case of additions not found in BN are most credulous when 
dealing with additions of B&. I quote the following example : 

Mark iii. 14 Kat éroinoe SéSexa, iva Got per’ adrod, kal iva drooréAAy 


/ . / 
avtous Knpiooe, Kat éxew efovotav éxBddrAav TA datudovia. 


1 Salmon, p. 68. 
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Here after Sadia BN add kal éroinae rods dddexa, SO recent 
editors. This appears to me a dittography of the most puerile 
description. If I were dealing with a classical author, I should 
say that it was a variant for cal émotyoe ddédexa (without the article), 
which had got into the text some lines further down. 

There are some uncertainties here, viz. whether dadexa or u8’ was 
written, also whether the words ois cai éroordXovs dvopacev, added 
by B® after the first 8ddexa, are genuine or not, so I do not attempt 
to write the lines as they appeared in the ancestor of BN. 

In another case a similar variant appears to have infected most 
MSS., including D. 

John xiv. 13 kal 6 ru dy airjonre év TO dvopari pov, TodTo ToLnTw" 

iva S0€acO7 6 raryp ev TG vid. edy Tt aitnonTé pe év TH OvOparTt 
}L0v, TOUTO TroLnTw. 
Here AX» Ss Arm. omit édy i airnonté pe... rorjow. It seems 
to be a duplex lectio for kai 6 tu dv aitnonre . . - ToUTw. 

To this should probably be added : 

John iil. 31 6 dvwOev epyopevos eravw ravtwy éotiv: 6 dy ex THS 
yns &k THS yns éott, Kal ex THS ys adel 6 ex TOD ovpavod 
€pxopevos 0 éEdpake Kal NKoVTE, TODTO papTupeEl. 

After the second épyopuevos A B and other authorities add éravw 
ravrwv éoriv, while D 8% S Arm. omit these words. Their insertion 
is easily explained by the repetition of épxdpevos. 

I abstain from giving further instances, since textual criticism 
in the usual sense lies outside the limits of this inquiry, and 
merely give one example where BN with some other MSS. 
appear to be free from a singular corruption. This is in Luke 
vi. 2 

eyéveto 82 ev caBBarw diaropeveobar adrov dia TOY oTOpipwv. 
Here 4 CD and most MSS. add devreporpitw. No one has 
succeeded in explaining what is meant by the ‘second sabbath 
after the first’. I would here refer toa passage in the Acts xiii. 33 
év To Walpe To Sevtépw yeyparrrat. 

Here D Lig, with a large number of the Fathers, give zpérw for 
devTépw. 

It appears to me that devreporpHrw is due to conflation of 
similar variants. 

It now remains to consider the genesis of BN. 

With regard to 8 we have one certain fact to go upon. This 
is a note at the end of Esther, written by a later hand, saying that 
the MS. had been collated with a very early copy corrected by the 
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hand of Pamphilus. Kenyon says, ‘Pamphilus was the disciple of 
Origen, co-editor with Eusebius of a text of the Septuagint em- 
bodying the results of Origen’s labours, and founder of a library 
at Caesarea which was the centre of textual study of the Scriptures, 
initiated and inspired by Origen. Copies of Origen’s works were 
the special objects of Pamphilus’s zeal as a librarian (cf. Jerome, 
£>. cxli)’. This proves nothing as to the place where 8 was 
written, and both Lake and Kenyon think that it originally came 
from Egypt. Origen was connected both with Egypt and with 
Caesarea, the former having been the scene of his earlier labours 
and the latter the place where he passed his later life. 

The evidence about Z is less conclusive. Rendel Harris thinks 
that it was written at Caesarea, and finds internal evidence of this 
in the fact that the scribe on one occasion substitutes "Avrurarpis, 
a town near Caesarea, for warpis.1 A connexion with Caesarea at 
a later date is inferred from the fact that a slightly later hand has 
inserted in B(so also in 8) a chapter division of the Acts made by 
Euthalius in the fourth century. ‘There is evidence,’ Kenyon says, 
referring to a colophon in another MS., ‘that a very early copy (if 
not the archetype) of the Euthalian Acts was at Caesarea, whence its 
system of chapter-division may have been inserted into B and N’. 
Also the text of B in the Old Testament is said to be in the main 
identical with that of Origen’s Hexagla, which was completed at 
Caesarea and issued by Eusebius and Pamphilus. On the other 
hand there are features in ZB, e.g. the use of letters Coptic in 
character in the titles of some books, which suggest connexion 
with Egypt. Kenyon sums up the facts by saying, ‘ There is fair 
evidence of a connexion with the textual school of Caesarea, which 
does not exclude an actual origin in Egypt from which the school 
of Caesarea took its rise.’ 

It is here important to remember that Origen of Alexandria and 
Eusebius of Caesarea are the first Fathers whose quotations support 
the BN text. Lake suggests that ‘the use of the Neutral text in 
Alexandria began at some time between Clement and Origen’. 

It will be seen that there is very fair evidence for ascribing the 
same provenance, whether this be Caesarea or Egypt, to both the 
MSS.? Also, both of them were written after a date when textual 


1 Matt. xiii. 54. 

2 Tischendorf thought that the scribe of B also wrote some seven leaves o1 
the N. T. in N, besides portions of the O. T. Lake, however, after a minute 
examination of the writing emphatically denies this. 
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criticism was applied to the New Testament. In view of their 
general similarity it is quite likely that they represent a recension, 
possibly that of Origen or one of his friends. 
The methods of Origen in his edition of the Old Testament 
were sharply criticized by Jerome, who accuses him of corrupting 
the text by his asterisks and obeli.1 The former sign was affixed 
by him to passages which were in the Hebrew but omitted by the 
Septuagint, and the latter to passages in the Septuagint which 
were not found in the Hebrew. This use of asterisks and obeli 
was invented at Alexandria by Homeric critics, who had to deal 
with the authenticity of suspected passages. The early papyri 
(iii/ii cent. B.C.) contain a number of these which have not found 
a place in later MSS. Origen, therefore, borrowed his diacritical 
marks from the old grammarians. They are to be found in a papyrus 
of Ezekiel, to which I have already referred (Greek Papyri, vol. i, 
no. 5), as also in later MSS. 
We find asterisks and obeli used in MSS. on several occasions 
where the reading is doubtful, e.g. Luke xxii. 43-4, John v. 4, 
vil. 53—-viii. rr. The reason why early critics felt doubtful was the 
very natural one, that the words were omitted by some of their 
MSS. This is stated on various occasions. The references to 
the end of St. Mark have been collected by Burgon. 
Eusebius remarks on v. 8 époBotvro yap 
€v tovTw yap oxedov év Grace Tols avTLypadots TOU KaTa Madpxov 
evayyeXiou Tepryéyparrat To TéAos: TAO eEHs oTaviws Ev TUTW 
GAN ovk ev Tao Hepopeva. 

Victor says : 

rapa TAEioTols avtvypadors od KelvTat, Ws VOOa yap evopuray adTa 
twes elvat: GAN Hyets e& axpiBdv avtrypadwv ws ev TAEcToLs 
etpovres aiTa.. . cvvTebeiKaper. 
In cod. 1 we find: 
é&y Tit pev otv TOV avTLypdduv ews Ge wANpodrat 6 ebayyeALoTySs 
éws od EvoéBios 6 TLaydidov éxavévirev* év roAXois S& Kat 
Tavta pépetat, Avacras ... onpeiwv. 

So also on John vii. 53: 

TO Tept THS pmorxadidos KePdavov ev 7G Kata "Iwavvyv edaryyeArtw 
ws év tAeloow avtiypadois py Kelwevov pnde Tapa Tov Oelwv 
Tatépwv Tov épunvercdvtTav pynpovevOev, dnt dy “Iwdvvov 


* Migne, i. 752 ‘Et miror quomodo septuaginta interpretum libros legas 


non puros, ut ab eis editi sunt, sed ab Origene emendatos, sive corruptos per 
obelos et asteriscos ’. 
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Tod X Kat Kupiddov *ArcEavSpéas 0832 py td Ocoddpov 
Mooveorias kal tév AourGv, wapéAeuba Kara tov TémoV" KetraL 
8é obtws per ddLya THs dpyfs ToD TS Kedhadalov EAs Tod 
*Epetvnoov Kat ide dre mpopytns ék Hs TadtAalas odk 
€yeiperau. 

The Fathers of the third century were obsessed by the fear of 
interpolation. They knew little about omission from dpovdrys, and 
still less about the omission of lines, columns, or folios. Any 
passage omitted by a number of MSS. necessarily fell under 
suspicion. It would not oceur to them that the witnesses might 
be connected by a family tie, and that the omission might be 
originally due to accident. We have only to put ourselves in the 
position of a fourth century critic, convinced like Griesbach and 
Hort that the shorter reading is preferable to the more verbose, 
and we can easily realize that to him the d«puBéorarov dvriypadov 
would appear to be one which omitted suspected passages. If so, 
the ancestor of the ‘ Neutral’ text would appear to be the work of 
a third (or fourth) century Hort. 

The gravest objection to Hort’s view proceeds from the 
testimony of the Fathers. He admits with all candour the 
absence of early patristic evidence for the ‘ Primary Greek MSS.’. 
The hypothesis that gross licence began to reign in sub-Apostolic 
times, but that the ‘ Neutral’ text was preserved in some unknown 
place, is most violent and in itself very unlikely. 

If we adopt the opposite hypothesis, all these improbabilities 
vanish. The oldest text is that quoted by the earliest Fathers 
and rendered in the most ancient versions. Hort has pointed out 
the chronological objection to his ‘Syrian’ family, that it has no 
patristic evidence beyond Chrysostom, but does not feel the 
similar objection to his ‘Neutral’ group, that it can claim no 
earlier testimony on its behalf than the partial support of Origen. 
On the other hand, the Z family presents the text which was used 
by the predecessors of Origen, and can boast of a series of 
witnesses going back to the generation which succeeded the 
Apostles. 

In Z, therefore, I recognize the primitive text, and conclude by 
quoting two utterances of recent critics, who have expressed this 
view in striking words. The first is P. Corssen, who speaks of 
the ‘distilled text which recent scholars have extracted from a few 
Greek Uncials as merely the reflection of a recension capriciously 
formed in the fourth century, which like every modern version 
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must have been subjective in character.’* In lik manner 
Professor Burkitt, in a preface to Mr. Barnard’s paper on the quota- 
tions of Clement, after pointing out that the earliest texts of the 
Gospels are fundamentally Western in every country of which we 
have knowledge, even Egypt, says, ‘ Let us come out of the land of 
Egypt, and let us see whether the agreement of East and West, of 
Edessa and Carthage, will not give us a surer basis on which to 
establish our text of the Gospels.’ 


1 Der cyprianische Text der Acta Apostolorum (1892), p. 24. 
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